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I , ABSTRACT o

- Government officials, the press, consuners of higher education, and, = =
academics are increasingly questioning the amount of time and effort that some . . ~
faculty devote to extra sctivities that supplement their university base sal- :
jes. The purpose of this study was to sunmarize data on faculty Lncomes--both
‘base and supplemnental, to describe sources of supplemental income, and to
‘relate these income variables to characteristics of the individual faculty, )
their institutions and their disciplines., The study was based upon the 1975 -
survey of the American Professoriate (add & Gipset, *1975) whieh included
approxinately 4,000 responses of faculty from 111 randomly selected insti%-
utions. . Separate analyses were performed on responses of faculty from doctoral
universities and from faculty at all institutions granting a baccal aureate.
or advanced degree--including the doctorate. - ‘ . -

_ In 1974-75 the average total parsonal income of. ~esponding faculty was
$22,100; $19,400 in basic salary and an additional $2,700 (14% of base) in
supplemnental “income. Approximately 84% of the faculty reported earning Some
supplemental income, but only 4% supplemented their income by more than 50% of
their base salary. Faculty, when ask2d to report their two largest sources of
supplemental income, most frequently mentioned additional teaching (summer
teaching-36% and teaching elsewhere-11%), consulting-29%, and "Other Sources"
«20%. Some consulting for pay was reported by 52% (including the 29% who
{indicated it was one of their two.largest sources). :

Institutional base salary was prlmarily-determined by academic rank, and
to a much smaller extent by acadenic discipline a#hd contract length. The .
" amount and source of supplemental income, on the other hand, dependei .ore on
. discipline and less on acadenic rank. Faculty on 11712 month contracts, over
one-third of the sanple, earned higher base salaries and somewhat_ lower amounts
of supplemnental income--they were less l1ik2ly to report summer teaching or
rescarch salary supplenentg though they were somewhat more likely to consult
and give speeches/lectures for supplemental income.

Faculty from doctoral universities ~eceived higher base and supplemental
sal aries--particularly higher than those faculty from libera. arts colleges.
Part of these differences were explicable in terms of acaden’ic experience and
discipline; faculty at doctoral universities were older, werc ‘nore likely to
be full professors, and were more likely to be in the few disciplines
that received substantially higher salaries (e.g., medicine and law). While

'discipline and rank differences explained much of the salary disparity between
doctoral universities and comprehensive institutions, faculty from liberal
arts'colleges received substantially lower salaries even after controling
for these other variables. : :

School quality (in terms of SAT test scores, revenue, and research
dollars) was positively related to both base and supplemental incomes, 4S8 was
school size. The research productivity--articles and books published, and
research support--of each respondent was also positively correlated with base
salary, supplemental income, and the likelihood of reporting most sources of
supplemental income other than additional teaching.

fach of a variety of indicators of service to one's own school (depart-
mental and university involvement, governance, atc.) was positively related to
base salary--though this was largely dus to the fact that more senior faculty
have more involvement and higher base salaries, but showed little correlation —
with supplemental income. Howev er, hours spent teaching and relative
interest in teaching as opposed to research were negatively correlated with
base salary, supplemental income, and most sources of supplemental income
& ept additional teaching.
1IC ~ 3
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FACULTY SALARIES 2

TOTAL FACILTY EARNINGS, ACAIEMIC NRODUCTIVITY AND DEMOGRARMIC VARIABLES

: - " Herbert W. Mqrsh -
niversity of Southern (3)ifornia

Steady state enrollments and funding in higher eduwation require
institutions to emphasize planning, evaluation and management of limited
resources. Most importantly, these inclule the faculty and the resources
used to support them. (ne policy-practice area that -has not received
much attention bt is emerging as potentially trowlesome is that of extra
incame-earning activities (both internal and.eéxternal to the wiversity) of
academic faculty and staff. A basic confusion exists as to how "faculty load"
should be defined, thus making it virtually impossible to determine
what is overload. So long as it remains unclear how much faculty commitment
{s due for basic salary, the employing institution may have no valid clain .to
royalties, property rights, or control over what faculty do during what they
assune to be their own time. ‘ '

There seems to be a confusion between the role of the acadenic

' professional with roles of .two different types of workers; first, the

fee- for-service professio. . who does not have a guaranteéd salary, tenwre,
and acadenic freedom, and second the blue collar worker who is conpensated in
direct proportion to the number of hours--including overtime--worked. Of
cowrse, both of these employnent models have many consequences that ‘would be
deemed totally unacceptable by most faculty. Perhaps the most unique

quality that distinguishes the acadagnic occupation froa others is the
privilege of self-detetmination in the use of time for which faculty are
guaranteed compensation. Fven at institutions with relatively heavy teaching
loads, the total number of hours devoted % teaching--incluling preparation,
grading, office hours, etc.—will rarely exceed tw-thirds of the total
annual hours of either a typical industrial wrksr or of other professionals.
while academics typically reported working 40-to-60-=lou* wrk weeks--incluiing
their research--this is typical of many other professions as well. Tis
discretionary time afforded to academics, ultimately paid for by society,

{s made available for research and public service, with the uwnderstanding
that it will benefit society. A particularly difficult question is the
determination of when, if at all, extra-income-earning activities might -

be considered as part of the regular responsibility of faculty as part of

" the discretionary time, or vhen they might detract fran other activities

that might otherwise be undertaken.

Potential benefits of these extra-income-earning activities--to facul ty,
students, the wniversity, and society—are many. These inclule exposing
faculty to the practical needs of society and industry, providing society with
the wniversity's expertise, bridging the gap between acaden~ and society,
and providing financial benefits for both the faculty and the university.
However, these same activities require time that may already be
compensated as part of regular teaching load, often produce property whose
owership and incane may belong to the wiversity, and may result in potential
conflicts of interest. Apparent or actual conflict of interest and

9
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. FACILTY SALARLES 3

questionnable use of salaried time and institutional résources tend to erode
publ ic respect _tfor higher education, and may increase its cost.

Many of these concerns are currently being raised by legislative
‘bodies as evidenoed by a request of a U. S. Senate Appropriations
subcammittee thut the National Science Foundation make a study of faculty R
salaries. In the Spring of 1977 this NSF salary report received the following ~
cament from the subcammittee: .

. ",..The committee notes that the report l1imited its consideration to
wiversities' salaries and neglected the fact that university policies are
generally structured to allow, if not encourage, the earning of outside
incame by faculty. For instance, the witting of incane-producing books
duing normal working hours is a customary academic privilege. In contrast
to industry, universities allow faculty-inventors to retain large shares .
of the royalties fram the inventjons, subject to govermment regulation that
might apply because of Federal -sponsorship. Universities generally
allow faculty to Spend fran one-half to one day a week consulting with
no loss of academic pay. And some faculty even maintain substantial and
continuing outside business responsibilities, Since all these types of
activity are customary parts of remwneration provided by acadenic life, and
since the income resulting from them can be substantial in the case of
senior scientists, the committee repeats its request that NSF reexanine its
salary policies to determine what new guidelines may be needed to offer
reasonable assurance: 1)that faculty time being supported is actually
being.devoted to the grant-supporting’ activities and not to other
income:prodweing efforts and 2)that the goverment is not creating
inequities between the earned income of academic scientists and its own
senior scientists." (Report 95-280, June 21, 1977)

Similarly, a subcommittee of the California Assembley wrote require-
ments into the budget for the lniversity of California that mandated faculty
to make full pudblic disclosure of outside professional activities and that the
university develop a policy on consulting to submit to the legislature. These
requirements were later voted down, but according to an article in the
hronicle of Higher Edwation (February 21, 1978, page 1), "no one expacts the
legislature to drop the issue," It was noted in the samne article that
more than U0 state legislatures have passed new laws requiring stricter
ethical codes and financial-dislosure for themselves. The implication was that
if the legislators are willing to pass stricter codes for themselves, there is
little reason why they will not do the sane for college faculty.

A major factor in seeking supplemental incame has to do with the eco-
ncmic status of the American Professoriate. If there are inadequate econanic
incentives in the academy, this argument contends, faculty will be forced to
seek supplemental income--ejither overload salaries within one's own institution
or additional incone from an outside employer. This argument rests on the
assunption that acadanic compensation is below that offered outside of the
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_acadeny. Data sumsarized by Bowen(1978) indiostethat faculty salaries-
outpaced the oost of living by sbowt 45% during the years of 195152 to - ,
1969570, an average of 3.63 per year.: ibwever, sinoe that-time faculty el
 salaries have riot kept pace with inflation,"losing a totsl of 2,38 dwirg
the period of 1969=70 to 1976=77 for an average of -0, 33. -Lee Hensen (1979)
hes updated this snalysis and indicated that the decline in faculty
saleries, relative to the cost of living, has sctually incressed. Bowen(1978)
_ sumarizes the situstion by stating the acadeny is prasently "experiencing
a weak markst-position owing to the large nunber of qualified people in the -
market, a possible decline in enrollments, and the precarious finances of °
many institutions.” = These dita suggest that facul ty experienced substantial
growh over a long period of time, but more recently have barely kept pace.
~ or.actually fallen behind the cost of living. o ' . .

: M alternative approach to this sssessment of econamic status isto . -
campare faculty earnings with those of other professional occupational groups..
A problen in making this comparison is obtaining comparable ‘sources of data.
that include the total earnings of both college faculty and the other occu-
pational groups. Many presentations of faculty salaries fail to include
supplemental incame earned by faculty above their base salary. Dillon and
Marsh (1979). compared the total personal earnings of 16 professional ocou-
~ pational groups that were reported by the Bureau of the Cansus. Included in
the analysis were all persons in a professional job classification who hal °
six or more years of cbllege and had workad for at least 40 weeks during 1976.
_ Mean -earnirgs for the 16 different occupatonal groups varied from a lowof -
$10,400 for clergy to a high of $36,200 for health practitioners. College
faculty, 8th highest of the 16 groups, fell below scientists, university and
school administrators, and engineers, but were above social scientists,
technicians, and social workers, The ‘ean of faculty earnirgs,. $19,800, was
$2,300 below the mean of all respondents. A separate camparison of the ‘
earnings of academic and nonacademic scientists revealed that .nonacademic
earnings were lower by $1,200. These results suggested that the total earnings
of acadenics were camparable to or slightly below those in nonacademic
professions. _

4

Bowen(1978), comparing earnings in higher education with those in
nonacadanic occupations, stressed the importance of nommonetary benefits.
Mong others, he listed membership in the acadenic canmunity, the security
-of tenure, substantial freedam in use of time, long vacations, subsidized
sabbatical leaves, access to college facilities, and tuition remission.
Sumnarizing, he stated that "another indication that faculty remwuneration
may be nct too far out of line {s the notable-absence of any rush to leave
the profession or any shortage of young people who are willing to enter when
jobs can be found."

In sumary, higher education experienced tremendous growh during

the 1950's and 1960's, creating a favorable job market for faculty.
Uhiversities and colleges, competing for the relatively scarce faculty,

b
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offered higher salaries, better fringe benefits, improved nommonetary -
incentives, lower teaching loads, and faster advancement.- The abrupt charige
in the job market during the last decade produced a large surplus of

new doctorates who can not find faculty positions. As a consequence of

this poor job market and tighter funding, faculty salaries have not even kept
pace with inflation. This situation, a long period of rapid increase in.real
incame followed by a period of stability or real decreases, prodwced pressure
for faculty to seek supplemental incomes., However, at the same time,
goverment bodies and the general public--who ultimately provide most of the
support for higher education--have increasingly questioned whether or not =
these supplemental income activities are pursued at the expense of the _
traditional missions of academia. Higher education, with good justification,
points to all the benefits to society that result fran many of these activities
and suggests that abuses are rare. However, largely because of the lack of
defination of faculty load and the lack of enforceable codes, higher

eduwation has little basis for rebutting the claims. . The purpose of this
study is to describe amownt and sources of supplemental inecome, and w relate
these to variables ‘such as research productivity and institutional involvement.

ME THODOL OGY
Sampling Procedures

Data were based upon the 1975 Survey of the Anerican Professoriate
conducted by Everett Ladd and Seymour Lipset. Details of the sampling °
procedwre, item content, weighting procedures, and comparisons with other
national samples are described in a Technical Report (Ladd % ‘lipset, 1975)
that accampanies the data base. Faculty responses were male by faculty fron
111 randomly selected institutions. The final sample included only full-time
faculty in actual teaching positions. Faculty with ranks below instructor,
visiting a campus on leave, and in non-teaching positions were eliminated.

The final sample of 7,798 respondents was selected according to a predetermined
ratio of faculty in eath of the five Carnegie classifications; faculty fron
doctorate granting institutions were oversampled and those fram two-yzar
schools were indersanpled.

Surveys were mailed in March and April of 1975, and follow-ups we:e
sent to nonrespondents in'May. A total of 4,081 (52.3%) faculty returned the
questionnaires, of which 3,536 were usable. Three variables were then used to
weight responses--type of school (Carnegie Classification) , academic rank, and
acadanic discipline. The purpose of the weighting procedures was to ad just for
the intentional oversampling of research universities and the undersampling
of juhior -tolleges, but it also served to adjust for slight underrepre-
sent ation of assistant professors and faculty in Business/Professional/ Applied
disciplines, The actual weights are presented in the Technical Report {Ladd
& yipset, 1975). For purposes of the present study, faculty in Fine Arls
were assigned the same weights as faculty in the Social Sciences/Humanities,
faculty in Law and Education were assigned the same weights as faculty in
Business/Professional/Applied disciplines, and any faculty not otherwise



assigned 8 veight were given a weight of 1.0. Weights weré adjusted so thet '
the total number of cases after weighting was the sane as the total nuiber of '
cases befpre weightirg. : ° L - e
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"7 Several different sets of varisbles were considered in this stuly. The
 primary focus was on inocome varisbles and sources of supplnenhl income. This
first set of varisbles and definitions are a3 follows: Cee

, Basic Institutional Salary (see Table 1, Page 21) .
"what is your basic institutional salary, before taxes and deduwtions, for the

current academic year?" Respondents indicated one of ten categories. For all

but the two end categories, respondents were assigned an income equal to the

midpoint of the indicated category. For the lowest eategory {below. $7,000) a I
value of $6,000 was assigned and for the highest category (over $35,000) a ..

value of $38,000 was assigned. .

Percentage Earned Over Base Salary _ |

* "In recent years, rowghly how much have you earned over and above your basic -
salary? Please estimate as a percentage of your basic salary." Respondents -

were given 7 resporise categories. Respondents’were assigned the midpoint of _

their indicated category for all but the one open-ended category (50% and over)

for vhich a value of 60% was assigned., 7 .

. "Supplemental Inctme (see Table 2, Page 2) -
The assigned values of the above two variables were multiplied together to .
determine a approximate dollar value for supplenental income. :

v

Total Personal Incame (see Table 3, Page )
The sun of Basic Institutional Salary and Supplemental Incame

Total Family Income (see Table U, Page 24) .
"that was you total family incame, before taxes, in calendar year 19747
Respondents were given 8 response categories. Respondents were assigned the
category midpoint for all but the two operi-ended categories; for the lowest g
category { below $10,000) $8,000 was assigned and for the highest (over 3$50,000) .
a value of $60,000 was assigned. . )

Change in Fconomic Risition (see Table 5, Page 5)
"Has your own economic position as a member of the academic profession
{mproved, worsened or stayed roughly the same over the past five years?"
Respondents were given five response categories that varied fran "1 -worsened

" gignificamtly” to "S5-improved markedly".

Sources of Supplemental Income (see Tables 6-15, Pages &-35)
Respondents were asked to indicate their first and second largest sources cf
supplenental incame fram a l1ist of seven possible sources, an "Ocher Sources'
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category, 'and a "None" category. For each, source, respondents were assigned a
N . - MP"if they 1ndicate?-»1t. as their first or second largest source and a "O" if .
AN not. For the "None" category, a "1" was only assigned if it was the only ,
’ category indicated, If a‘respondent did not mark any of the response category,
not even the "None" category, for either the first or second largest source, the -
response was cownted as missing. .The nine sources were: (1) Summer teaching,
(2) Teaching elsevhere, (3) Consulting, (4) Private practice, (5) Royalties
fram publications and patents, (5) Fees for speeches and lectures,.(7)-Research
- salaries, (8) "Gther" moyrces, (9) None. :

_ Paid Oonsultirg (see Table 16, Page 36) - .
"uring the past two years, have you served as a paid consultant?"

~

SET I1 -- CONTROs VARIABLES.

This ‘amall set consisted of key variables that were known (or suspected)
to influence faculty salaries. Three of these variables--academic rank, -
academic discipline, and type of institution--were the stratification variables
used by Ladd and Lipset(1975) in their sampling scheme. The fourth variable-~
academic contract length--was included as a separate variable instead of
attenpting to apply a standard conversion fraction to equate salaries based
upon 3/1G month contracts with those based uwpon 11/12 months. The purpose of
.considering this set of variables was threefold; to determine how each was
related to incame variables in isolation, to determine how the set of fow

. cambined to determine incame, and to control for their effect when considering
. ' the relationship between incame and other variables. While mMany other variables

" could have been included in this set, most would have overlapped substantially
with the ones that were considered (e.g., age and years of service were both

- highly correlated with academic rank), and would have complicated both the

; ' analysis and conceptualization of the findings. The set of four control

variables are presented below, as well as the percentage of faculty falling at
each 1evel of the Control Variable. The percentages in parentheses were based
upon faculty from doctorate granting wniversities only, while the values not
in parentheses were based upon the entire sample of faculty, including those
fran doctoal wniversities. These percentages were determined AFTER the '

; weighting was performed. The actual number of responses, both before and
after this weighting was done, are presented in Appendix I.

Academic Contract Length
3710 months--64% (551)! 11/12 months--35% (44%), missing--1% (1%).

Acadenic Rank
Instructor/lecturer--8% (5%), Assistant Professor--29% (22%), Associate
Professor--24% (25%), Full Professor--40% (43%).

Carnegie Classification (school type)

Research/Doctoral granting wiversities--454%, Comprehensive universities/
colleges—-43%, Liberal arts colleges--123.

J N




 soctal Stiences--15% (148), Hmmities--18% (168), Fine Arts--6% (53),
Medioine--3% (6%), Kwation--12% (88), Business--53 (3%), fng ineering——6%

. °o¢a . . ) .' )
oo JFACUUTY SAUARIES .8
" poadeatc Discipline Cewrent tesching fleld) s

Law--1% (2%), Myiicad Ssiencass=12%. (118), Blological Sciences--63 (8%), -

;‘302 i)vu-ummam edwation--128 (108), Agriculture--4% (3%), Missing-

e . »
’ . ~
'\ \|

SET 111 — INCOME CORRELATES - .

~

“The third set of variables, Incame ;m.rrellteé,.consi'steh.of the—f‘ollodirg -
subsets of variables: : R .

 “hstitutional Characteristics (see Tuble 16, Page 36)
School average SAT test scores, Revenue per student, Research Dollars per

student, Schodl size, Oontrol--public or private.

| Departmental/Institutional Involvement (see Table 17, Page 37).
Department chaiman, Head of research institute, School wide administrator,
Flected faculty governance member, Member of schod) wide committee, Involvement

in departmental affairs, Involvement in wiversity affaris, tburs teaching

. Research Productivity (see Table 18, Page 19) . . 0
Bopks published/edited, Articles published, Publications in last two years,-
Number of jotrnal subscriptions, Federal asgency research support, My financial

research rt, Paid consulting, Self-saccess rating. g /

Character of Wrk and Interest {see Table 20, Page 40) , o
Pure/basic research, Applied research, Policy oriented research; Literary/ '
expressive, Scientific/quantitative approach, Research vs. teaching enphasis,
AMnministrative responsibility ' -

pPersonal Characteristics - ’ ‘ . _
Sex, Me, Born in United States, Minority, Family econanic status vhen in "1igh
school, Liberal/conservaive, Completed doctorate, If began career again would
still be professor . ' AR -

Malysis .

All analyses were based upon responses of faculty fron doctorate
granting wniversities, comprehensive universites/colleges, and liberal arts
colleges; responses of faculty from two-year colleges were not included. The.
decision not to include two-year institutions was based on the relatively small
nunber of responses ( this group was {ntentionally wnderrepresented by Ladd am
Lipset in their survey sanpling) and the inapprogriateness of certain key

i
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* '/. ~ N - . . .
vi‘iabl_es "Such as rank and discipline, Separate analyses were performed on the
entire set of responses and the responses from just the doctorate granting
wiversities, . . . | ‘ - -

- . \ . ) . . . §
é‘ . Responses were initially weighted as described earlier and the incame-
related varigbles of interest were selected. S_imple descriptive statistics

L

The  second st%e of analysis consisted of relating ‘each of the fou ,
Control Variables to each of the income variables separately and in combi- o
nation. The mean value of each incame variable was' detemmined for each level
of every control variable (e.g., Thcame was determined for each of the four
acajemic ranks). The proportion Qf variance detemmined by the each Control
Variable was calculated (e.g., 9 the variance‘in Basic Salary could be
- explained by Academic Rank). The proportien of variance that could be uniquely

- . determined by each Gontrol Variable was also determined (e.g., while 49% of

the variance in.Basic Salary cofld be eXplained by Rank, 13% of this could also
be explained in temms of one of'the other three control variables and only

" "%% was uniquely Tegermined by rdnk) S For.each mean, two deviation scores were -

then ted, Un ited (Raw) -Deviation” Score amd’ Adjusted Deviation Score.
“The Justed Ddvjation Score was the diiference between the mean of a

' .. particular grow (e.g.; ‘Research lhiversity Faculty) and:the mean’of all -
. ‘'mean of a particular group and the salary tjiat would be predicted on the basis

-refs&:ndents. The y,justed'.-Deviation Score }?9 the difference between the actuai

‘of, the .other.three Control Variables (e.g., Academic Calendar, Academic Rank, . -

and ‘Discipline) .’ Computation-of the variance explained and the deviation scores

were accamplished with the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (Nie,

ét :alo, 1.97‘5,0 ’ - n o . . .
A VR CEE SRV : N L

“*  In She third sQ?e—pf‘ the analyses, each of the incane variables was

correlated with variables Yn each subset of Income Correlates that were

descrifed earlier. 1In addition to the simple (uncorrected) correlations,

each correlation-was also corrected for the set of four, Control Variables.

For example, the simple correlation between Number of Articles Published
(avariable in the Productivity subset) and Basic Salary was .53, but the

correlation was oftlly .22 after correcting for the four Control Variables.

- ,In”order to cerrect for the four control variables, each Income variable was

predicted on th‘é basis of the entire set of Control Variables and -the difference
between the actual and predicted value was determined. This difference--the
dif ference between the actual value and the value expected on the basis of the
Control Variables--was then correlated with the Number of Articles Published.
Consequently, the corrected correlations were generally somevhat lower.

1 _ “ FACULTY SALARIES 10
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- nss_u.-'rs’&r DISCUSSION
Income Variables ° T

In 1975, the Merican Professoriste earned a Basic Institutional Salary -
of sbout $19,400, and earned ancther $2,700 in supplemental incaue fora . -
Btal Personal Inocane of $22, 100 (see Teblé 1), Total Family Income was
$26,400, Faculty fram doctorate grantirg-institutions reported receiv

. highér base salaries ( by $3,600) nd more suppleuentsl {noome (by $ 900).

tbwever;, as will be discussed later, mwh of this difference can be explained
in kems of such varisbles as Discipline, Acadenic Rank and Contract length;
faculty from the highest paid disciplines.such as Law and Medicine were almost
exclusively at doctorate grantirg institutions, and these universities had a
greater proportion of their faculty at the Full Professor rank and ‘were more
1ikely to hire faculty on 11/12 month contracts. ' "

Most facultyirtout 84%--reported some. suppI_eumt.ai income; 16%\indicated

that earnings "over and sbove Wisic salary® was O%--the next category being
mnder 103", On an other item, only 11% of those responding to.the question
about sources of supplemental inoame indicated "None", but another 5% did not
respond to the question at all. In spite of the high percentage of faculty
who report some supplemental income, the.average msownt reported was W3 of
the reported base salary, and only 4§ of the respondents indicated that they
suppienented their base salary by more than 50%. These values, percentage,
reporting aupplemental incime, percentage reporting supplementing their ircome
.by more than 50%, and the ratio of supplemental income to base salary, were
sinilar vhen considering only.the doctoral wuniversity responses.

SOurces of Supplanental 1nocmo--fa_cu1tj were asked to indicate their

. first and second largest sources--were quite varied (see Table 1). Additional

teaching (Summer teaching--39% and Teaching elsewhere--12%) and Gnsulting
(29%) were the most frequently mentioned sources. However, Research salaries,
Lecture fees, and foyalties were each cited by 10-15% of the respondents, and

20% indicated "Other" sources bésides those alternatives on the survey. Faculty"

fram doctoral \niversities were more likely to consult (37% vs. 23%), have
supplenental research salaries (184 vs. 10%), and report royalties (15% vs,
%), but were much less likely to do additional teaching (summer teachirg--
27% vs. 8% and teaching elsewhere--9% vs. 13%).

“The percentage indicating each source of supplenental income actually
underestinated the frequency with which the activity occurred, since faculty
were only asked to indicate their first and second largest sources. For
example, respondents were asked,, in another section of the survey, to indicate
sources of paid consulting. About half indicated that they had done consulting
even though only 29% listed it as one of their two larges¢ sources of
supplenaital incame; about 2% spparently had done consutling for pay but had
at least tw other sources of supplenental income that were larger. There
was no basis for detemining the TOTAL frequency of occurrence for the other
sipplemental income activities, which could theoretically range anyhere from

the values.given to as high as 30% or more.

- 'T"c.ﬂ'éhz;



FACUWTY SALCARIES 11

Faculty were also asked to indicate the change in their econanic position
over the last five years. Overall, there was indication of improvement; 55%
indicated their position hal improved (17% markedly and 38% moderately), while
21% indicated no change and 24% felt that it had worsened (18% moderately and
6% markedly). Faculty fram doctoral wniversities felt, somewhat more tha
other faculty, that their econanic position had improved. :

Control Variables

Contract Length. Over one-third, 35%, of the faculty indicated that
they had 11 or 12 month contracts, the percentage being even higher for
faculty at doctorate granting institutions. Faculty on the longer contract
did earn higher base salaries. The difference was $4,760, or 27% of the
the base salary of faculty on 9/10 month contracts. However, much of the
difference could also be explainad in terms of other Control Variables--
particularly Academic Rank. After controlling for these other variables,
the difference between the two groups was only $3,940 or 17% of the base
9/10 month salary. At doctorate granting wniversities the difference between
the average 9/10 or 11/12 month contracts was somewhat larger ( $5,590 and
$4,070 after correction), and represented a slightly higher percentage of the
average 9/10 month contract (29% or 21% after correction). :

Faculty on the 11/12 month contract were somewhat less likely to
indicate having a source of supplemental income and reported & lower
average supplemental income. However, Total Personal Incames {Basic plus
Supplenental) were still $4,450 higher, or $2,40 after correcting for
the other Oontrol Variables. These faculty were much less likely to
report supplemental incame for summer teaching (16% vs. 51%) and research
salaries (5% vs. 19%), but were more likely to report consulting (38% vs. 24%)
and Speech/lecture fees {193 vs. 10%).

Academic Rank. As expected, Academic rank male a big difference in
base salary; the four Control Variables were able to predict 52% of the variance-
in base salary and 49% could be predicted by Acadenic Rank alone. Full
Professors ($24,860) earned the most, followed by Associate Professors
(318, 100), Assistant Professors ($14,730) and Instructor/lecturers ($11,730).
Simil ar patterns were evident for Total Personal and Total Family Incomes--
variables largely detemmined by base salary. Academic rank was sonewhat less
important than acadanic discipline in determining amount of supplemental incaome,
but the pattern of differences was similar. Academic rank was much less
imprtant than discipline in determining the specific source of supplemental
income reported. Full professors were less likely to report additional
teaching, were more likely to to consult, and were particularly more likely
to have royalties or report speech/lecture fees.

14
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_ Carnegie Qlassification=--School Type. There were large differences

in the average base salaries rerorted by faculty fram different types of
institutions; doctorate gran irg--$21,570, comprehensive--$18,020, and liberal
arts--$15,900 (see Table 1). However, mush of tHis difference--particularly
the difference between doctorate granting and comprehensive schools--could be

|- explained in tems of other Oontrol Variables. Ssveral of the highest paid

| disciplines--medicine, law, agriculture, and engineering--had disproportionately
\ ' more faculty at doctbral universities., Faculty at doctoral wniversities

= tended to be older, were more likely to be full professors and were more likely
to have 11/12 month contracts. When salaries at doctoral and comprehensive
schools were campared separately at each rank, the differences were much smaller
than the overall difference; but the doctoral wniversities had more full
professors (49% vs, %) and fewer assistant professors (21% vs. B%).

Faculty fram liberal arts colleges, even after correcting for the other Control
Variables, received substantially lower salaries.

Faculty fran the three types of institutions reported, in approxi-
mately equal nunbers, earning some supplemental income. While there were
" differences in the amownt of supplemental income reported, many of these
_ differences could be explained in terms of academic rank and academic '
discipline. There were differences, however, in the sources of supplemental |
incame. Faculty from doctorate granting institutions were more likely -
to report consulting and research salary, but were less likely to teach in the
sumer. Faculty from. conprehensive schools were much more likely to do
additional teaching, but were less likely to report either consulting or
research salaries. Faculty fram liberal arts colleges were more likely to.
report research salaries, but were less likely to report either summer teachirg
or consulting. '

Academic (Teaching) Discipline. Faculty fran different disciplines
did vary in tems of both base salary and supplenental incame. However,
discipline was more important in explaining sources and amont of supplemental
income than base salary. Discipline uniquely accounted for little of the ‘
predictsble variance in base salary (43 of 62%) , but much more in supplemental
incame (3% of 188). Most of the discipline differences in base salary could
be explained in terms of the other Gontrol Variables, and the particularly
high salaries of faculty in medicine and law. On the other hand, discipline
was the best predictor of supplemental income--the dollar value, the 1ik=lihood
of having any at all, and the particular‘source. Discipline was the best
predictor of consulting, research salary, private practice, and, to a lesaer
extent, speeches/lectures and teaching elsewhere. :

Social science faculty did not differ fram the rest of the sample in
tems of academic rank or type of employing institution, but were somewhat less
likely to have 11/12 month contracts ( 243 vs. $%3—36% being the percentage -
for all non-social science faculty). The social science faculty were

15
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FACULTY SALARIES 13

the most representative of the entire sample of faculty, and did not differ
apprecisbly in tems of base salary, amowunt of supplemental incame, or the’
1ikel thood of reporting some source of supplemental income. These faculty were
someshat more 1ikely to reprt supplemental research salaries (21% vs. 12%) -
and less likely to indicate "other" (e.g., other than the alternatives that
were listed) sources (13% vs. 2%). T '

Hmanities faculty were somewhat more likely to be employed at liberal
arts colleges (215 vs. 10%) and less likely to have a 11/12 month contract
(2549 vs. 3%). These faculty reported lower base salaries { by $1,910),
thowgh almost half of this difference would be expected on the basis of being
more likely to teach at liberal arts colleges and less liksly to be on a 11712
month contracts. They also had less supplemental incame {(by $ 970), and had a
greater likelihood of reporting no source of supplemental incame (16% vs. 10%).
The humanities faculty were less likely to consult (11% vs. 33%) or have supple-
ment al research salary {9% vs. 14%), but were nore likely to do summer teaching
(47% vs. %) and have royalties (18% vs. 11%).

a

Fine arts faculty were more likely to be instructors/lecturers (17% vs.
7%) and less likely to be full professors (30% vs. 40%). Tey had lower
base salaries (by &3,500 or $2,000 after correcting for Oontrol Variables) and
less supplemental incame (by $ 840). The fine arts faculty were less likely to
consult {10% vs. 31%) or have supplemental research s:élaries, but were more
likely Lo do summer teaching (52% vs. B%), private practice (17% vs. 6%),
and report "other" sources of supplemental income (35% vs. 19%).

Law faculty are more likely to have appointments at doctorate granting
wniversities (74% vs. %5%) and be full professors (39% vs. 39%), but were
somevhat less likely to be on 11/12 month contracts (20% vs. 35%). Tey,
along with medical faculty, had the highest base and supplenental incomes, and
virtually all reported some source of supplemental incame. They were more
likely to consult (55% vs. 29%) and have private practice (25% vs. 7%).

Medical faculty were much more likely to have 11/12 month contracts
(98% vs. 33%) and have appoirntments at doctorate granting wniversities {381
vs. 4i%). They had muwch higher base and supplemental incames. As a
consequence of their 11/12 month contracts, they were less likely to report
additional teaching (summer teaching--1% vs. 0% and teaching el sewhere--2%
vs. 12%) or supplemental research salaries {3% vs. %), They were, however,
more likely to have private practices (35% vs. 6%) and supplemental incame
fran speeches/lectures (32% vs. 12%). '

Faculty in the physical sciences were more likely to be full professors
(48% vs. 39%), but were less likely to be on 11/12 month contracts (21% vs.
37%). They did not differ in terms of base salary, supplemental incame, or
the likel ihood of reportinz no source of supplemental incame. They were more
likely to have supplemental research salary (28% vs. 12%), but did not differ
fram other faculty in the likelihood of reporting other sources of supplenental
incame.
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g Faculty in the biological aciences were more 1ikely to be full professors
o (58% vs. 39%), more likely to have a 11/12 month contract (488 vs. %), and
s . . . more liksly to be at a doctorate granting wiversity(59% vs. #5%). while their S |
average base salary w2~ someshat higher, this difference dissppeared vhen it wes
 corrected for the other (Gontrol Variables. These faculty were more likely to o
_ report supplenental research salaries(26% vs. 13%), but were less luelz to do
T :g%tionn teaching(mmmer teaching--28% vs.39% =nd teachirg elsewhere-- % vs.

Fdwation faculty were more likely to have 11/12 month contracts (43%
vs. 34%), more likely to work for comprehensive institutions (67% vs. 9%),
and more likely to be assistant professors 38% vs. 27%) rather than having a
higher academic rank. These faculty did no. differ from other faculty in . v
base salary or supplesental salary, but were less likely to report nc source
of supplenental income (7% vs. 12%). These faculty were: more likely to do
additional teaching (sumer teaching--51% vs. 7% and teaching elsewhere--22%
vs. 10%), and consulting (41% vs. 28%), but were less likely to.reprt . . PR
suppleiental research salary (4% vs. 5%). By o

. Business faculty were more likely to have a 9/10 month contract {92%
vs. 64%), more likely to be assistant professors (7% vs. 28%) than
. have a higher acadenic rank, and were more likely to wrk at comprehensive
institutions (73% vs. 41%) rather- than at doctoral universities or liberal
£ arts colleges., Business faculty reported lower base salaries, but not
lower than would be expected on the basis of the four control varisbles. They
reported much more supplemental {nocame . ($4,700 vs. $2,580) and were less likely .
to indicate having no source of supplenental incane. Business faculty were
more 1ikely to do additional teaching (summer teaching--56% vs. 3% and |
teaching elesevhere--21% vs, 113) and more likely to d consulting (37% vs. - oo
29% )--particularly if they were from doctoral wniversities (57% vs. 35%). o

Engineering faculty were more likely to be full professors (52% vs,

383), and were more 1ikely to have appointments at doctoral wuniversities
(77% vs. 43%). Engineering faculty reported higher base salaries {higher

by $3,340), but muwh of this could be explained*in tems of other CGontrol
Variables. These faculty earned substantially higher amownts of supplemerital
incame ( $4,390 vs. $2,580), and were less likely to have no reported sou-ces
. of supplemental income. Engineering faculty were more likely to consult (594
vs.. 21%) =nd have supplemental research salary {34% vs. 12%), but were

less likely to do additional teaching (summer teaching--15% vs. 40% and
teaching elsewhere--6% vs. 12%) o give speeches/lectures (5% vs. 13%).

Agriculture faculty were much more likely to have 11/12 month
contracts (38% vs. 33%), to be full professors 2,591 vs. 9%), and to have
appoinments at doctoral wiversities (944 vs. 44%). These faculty earned
asbstantially higher base salaries, but actually less than would be expected
on the basis of the other (ontrol Variables. These faculty--probably as a
consequence of their full year contracts--rarely reported doing additional
teaching or having supplenantal research salary, but were much more likely to
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d consulting (52% vs. 29%) and report "Ocher" sources of suppleuehtal
income (42% vs. 19%). '

The last category of academic discipline defined by Ladd and
Lipset (1978), Mursing/Health education, really was comprised of quite a
few different disciplines including nursing, physical education, health
edwcation, other health fields, and home econamics. These faculty were
somevhat more likely to have 11/12 month contracts (U3% vs. %), were more
likely to be instructor/lecturers (16% vs.68) and assistant professors (37%
vs. 2I%) rather than full professors. Te nursing/health education faculty
were somevhat more likely to have appoimtments at comprehensive schools, and
less likely to be at liberal arts colleges and doctoral wniversities. Wiile
their salaries were somevhat lower than other faculty, much of this difference
could be explained in terms of academic rank. These faculty had less supple-
mental income, and were less likely to report supplenental research salaries
(3% vs. 15%), do consulting (21% vs. %) or have royalties (7% vs. 13%).

INCOME CORREUATES

Incame Correlates consist of five subsets of variables described in the
methods sction. Fach of these variables was correlated with each of the
Incane Variables before and after controlling for the fouw Control Variables,
These results are presented in Tables 16 - 20, and are summarized briefly below.

. INSTITUTTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS (see Table 16). The first three of
these variables, school average SAT test scor.s, revenue dollars per stulent,
and research dollars per student, all show a consistent relationship with the
income variables:  EFach was positively related to base and supplenental
incomes, and negatively related to the likelihood of doing additional teaching
-for supplemental income. Lower, but still positive relationships were observed
bet veen each of the three and consulting, royalties and research salaries.
Correcting for the four Control Variables generally reduced the magnitude of
each of the.observed relationships, but the pattern of results was the sane.
Sehool size was positively correlated with base salary, supplenental income, and
_ consulting. ~Private institutions, compared to public institutions, had
slightly lower base incames, but did not differ in other respects.

when the sane relationships were exanined for just the faculty fran
doctorate granting wniversities, the pattern of correlations was similar. Te
doctoral wniversities were less variable in termms of each of the measures,
perhaps explaining the somewhat lower correlations. For this group, there
were no substantial correlations between school size and control--public or
private--and any of the incame variables.

DE PARTMEN TAL/INSTI TUTIONAL INVOUVEMENT (see Table 17). Each of this

~ set of variables, with the exception of hours spent teaching, measured an
asspect of service to the school. Each of then was positively related to base
salary and virtually uncorrelated with either amount or source of supplemnental .
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m-. Howver, vhen the correlations were corrected for the set of four
Gntrol v.rmz,-:i even the gqmn relationships with base salary all but

B Caiined BAEGTirg that both irvolvenent and base salary are ositiyely .
- related to acedemic rank.. o B o C

S The correlations with nuber of hours teaching, howsver, showsd a quite

o o different pattern of relstionships. Faculty who spént more time teqching gy
. had lower base salaries, had less supplenental indome, and were generally less
1ilely to report any of the souwrces of inoome except sdditional teaching.- - .

. Essentially the sme conclusions held shen responses fram just the
faculty fram doctoral wniversities are considered. The positive relationships
between involvenent and base salary were somewhat higher, even after correcting
for the set, of four Mntrol Variables. Te negative ocorrelations--except for
the 1ikel thood of doing additional .teaching--were somevhat less substantial, but -
were still in the same direction. o . -

. PRODUCTIVITY/STANDING -IN THE PROFESSION(see Table 18). Each of these ;
. variables measured an aspect of research productivity, and each was positively T
: correlated with base salary, amount and 1ikelihood of supplenental income, and R
each of the sources of supplemental incone except additional teaching. The
size of the correlations was lower after correcting for the set of four Gntrol

Variables, but the pattern remained the same. .

Each of the research productivity measures was higher when the
sanple was limited to feculty fram doctorate granting wniversities. The
pattern of correlstions, before correction, was remarkably similar to that
which occurred with the entire set of faculty. tbwever, the correction for
the set of (ontrol Variables lowered the correlations more than hal been the
case for the entire faculty. - , : .

CHARACTER OF WORK/INTEREST (see Table 19). Faculty were asked, using
dichotomous (yes-no) variables whether their recent work was pure/basic,
applied, policy oriented, and literary/ ecpressive, lone of these varisbles, -

. particularly after correcting for the control variables, showed any substantial
correlation with either basic or supplemental income, although those indicatirg
that their work was applied were somevhat more likely to do consulting.
Faculty who said that their approach within-their field was more scientific/
qantitative--as opposed to soft/humanistic--reported somevhat higher base
salaries, were more likely to. have supplemental research salary, and were less
likely to do extra teaching, but most of these relationships also disappeared
vhen corrected for the (ontrol Variables. Respondents who indicated that their
primary interest was in teaching rather than research received lower base
salaries, did less consulting, and reported less research salary, but were more
1ikely to do extra teaching for supplemental income. Respondents who indicated
that their principal activity was aiministration received higher base salaries,
but differed little in terms of amount or source of supplemental income.

. Faculty from doctarate granting institutions were more likely to see
their approach as scientific/quantitative, were more likely to see their
dprincipal interest as research, were somewhat more likely to be administrators,
and were somewhat more likely to do literary/ expressive work. tbwever, the

©
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correlitigns between each of these varisbles and the income varisbles were
generally similar to the entire sample for these faculty as well,

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS (see Table 20). Mone of the income variables
showed any substantial relationship to faculty minority status, their econanic
status when in high school, political leanirgs {i.e. conservative-1liberal),
their likelihood of pursuing the same career if they had the decison to make
again, and whether or not they were born in the lhited States. Being male,
beirg older, and having completad a doctorate were each correlated with higher
base salaries--differences that could be largely accomnted for in tems of
such Ontrol Variables as academic rank and discipline. Age is closely related -
to academic rank, so it was little surprise that controlling for academic rank -
greately reduces the relationship between age and base incane. Older faculty
were less 1iksly to report supplemental research salaries, and this correlation
was virtually independent of the Control Variables. The finding that much, but
not all, of the male-female difference in salaries could be explained in temms
of the Oontrol Variables--particularly academic rank--had little relevance to'
activists who claim that women are less likely to get faculty jobs or are less
likely to be promoted. Perhaps more noteworthy was the fact that overall only
193—and 13% at doctorate granting wniversities--of the respondents were women.

Faculty at doctoral wniversities, compared to the sample as a whole,
were more likely to be male, were slightly older, and were more likely to
have canpleted their doctorate. Being older, male and having completed a
doctorate were correlated with higher salaries, but these differences could
be substantially reduced by correcting for the Control Variables. Interestimgly
enowgh, older faculty were less likely to report supplemental research
salary at doctoral universities just as for the entire set.

" CONCLUSIONS

During the decades of the 1950s and 1960s faculty salaries grew at
a mwch faster pace than the cost of living. This was largely a function of
the tremendous growh in higher education- and the relative shortage of new
doctorates to fill academic positions. More recently, there has been little
or no growh in higher eduwcation and a large surplus of new doctorates wio
are unable to find faculty positions. Predictably, faculty salaries during
this period have shown no real growh and may even have lost ground to the
cost of living. Furthermore, the likelihood of declinirg enrollments, even
tighter bulgets, and perhaps changes in mandatory retirement laws all indicate
that this situation will probably continue, UWhderstandably, there is good
reason why faculty, whose salary increases are not even keeping pace with
inflation and are far below those experienced in the 1960s, may look for
sowces of supplenental income. '

However, at the same time that there are increased pressures for faculty
to seek sources of supplemental income, the general public and govermment
agencies are requiring accountability and asking if these activities are
detracting fram the other duties of the faculty. Higher education has
countered with a variety of rebuttals such as:

.
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. 1) the.supplenental 1noui'u help .cdnpanut.e faculty for the traditionally
low salaries. available in acadenis e | :

2) faculty do not spend excessive time st these supplnmt.il sctivites

3) these sctivities gmraliy complenent rather than detract fran
faculty responsibilities such as teaching and research

8) mociety will benefit from these activities
5) dadsgs of this, privilege {right) are rare

5) ittnpts to rogdlate' these actlivit.ies will cause :mwarranted'
’ infrirgenent on acadenjc freedom .

¢

-4

_ Results discussed {n this paper relate to many of these ocontentions.
‘otal faculty earnings,.as opposed to 3 month base incames, may slightly
less than might be expected in other job sectors--particularly i ' opeupations
that are in high demand--but there is no indication that they are grossly

_out of 1ine. This conclusion is justified by studies reviewsd in this paper,

but the strongest argunent is the present job market, Few faculty are
leaving acadenia for more luwcrative jobs, and there are literally hundreds
of well qualified applicants for every new tenure track position. If the total

renwneration offered for pursuing a faculty career were grossly inadequate,
~ then this situation would not prevail. -

Results presented in this p.ape'r show that while the ﬁ'acti;se of earning
supplemental “ incame is very widespread, the actual mmownt of suppl enent al
income is not large. The average dollar amount is less than $3,000 and

'represents d supplement of only about 5% of the average base. salary.

Furthermore, very few faculty, only.about 4%, supplement their incomes by
more‘than 508 of their base salary. These findings seems to justify the
claim that faculty supplemental income activities are not excessive.

he of the most important claims is that the supplemental incame

activities do not interfere with the other activities that are nomally

-expacted of faculty--service to one's institution, research produwtivity,

and "teaching. Correlations presented in Tables 1 - 20 bear directly on

this question. A wide range of indicators of service éach show low positive
or zero correlations with amownt of supplemental incame and the likelihood of
doing consulting. Those earnirng supplemental income are no less active in
{nstitutional/departmental affairs, Similarly, each of a variety of research
productivity measyres show low to moderate positive correlations with the
amowunt of supplemental income and the l1ikelihood of each source other than
additional teaching.  Those who earn inore supplemental incame and consult
apparently do more research., However, faculty who earngd more supplemnental
inoome did spend less time actually teaching. Furthemore, the 1likel ihood
of each of the sources of supplemental income--other than additional
teaching--tended to be negatively correlated with hours teaching as well.
Similarly, those who earned more supplemental income were more likely to state
that their primary interest was in research rather than teachings> Tese
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findings at least suggest that the pursuit of supplenental income may detract
T - . from the time spent teaching, but are also indicative of a reward stucture in
L higher eduwation that does not valus tesching. Indeed, the income varisble

- © that wis most negatively correlated with hours spent teaching was not supple-
mmnatl- income, but base salary. This apparent lack of regard for the value of
| thaching in the reward structure of higher edwation, particularly fram the
perspective of the genersl: public who view teaching as the primary obligation
- . of faculty, msy be more damming than the possibility of excess supplenental
income activities. In summary, these findings give little indication :

_' that the pursuit of supplemental income detracts fr(a wiversity obligations,
madl and aggest the possibility that at least research may be facilitated by it.

: There isno dowt that soclety can and does benefit fram the

Apblic service-activites, the research, and the teaching done by faculty.
However, the very issues being addressed may serve to wndemine the
value of faculty service to society. As society grows more casplex '
there is an increased need for high quality scientific expertise on contro-
versial issues, It is particularly important that this expsrtise be credible
to the competing vested interest groups imvolved in the particular issue.
Historically the university and its faculty have been viewed as the most
objective source of such expertise, iwever, as full-time university faculty
‘become more involved in externally funded supplemental income activities,-
their credibility is being questioned. The value of faculty expertise,
perhaps the most important form of public service, will be undémined
vhether justifiable or not. : S ‘

’ The last two contentions, the rarity of sbuse and the danger of - .

unwarranted infringement to acadenic freedom, are outside the scope of
.- this study, but their recognition is impbrtant. There.are at least '

some examples of flagrant sbuses of the privilege that faculty have in

. determining how they spend their time, Even if these are rare and isolated
occurrences, they play an important role in indermining public confidence
in higher eduwcation. Current policy practice governing faculty conduct is
generally so vagu® as to be meaningless, completely wnenforced, and often not
even known to the faculty who are expscted to abide by it. Clearly, any
overly rigid set of standards will invite violation. tbwever, the developnent
of clear policy statements and provision for at least minimal enforcement
will provide a great service to higher eduwcation. It will force faculty to
face these issutes, clarify what constitues unaccepatable behavior, and
help restore public confidence in the academy, Failure to make at least
reasonable progress towards this goal will invite the intrusion of outside
agencies and this will constitute a serious threat to academic freedom.
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. FACULTY SALARIES 20
SUMARY TARLE - S -

) Inoone Varisbles snd Biross of Sipplevental Inoone: Desoriptive Satistics | ,
RS .DOCTMORATE GRANTING SCHOQLS ONY © ALL DOCT/COMPAIB ANTS SCHOOUS
4 Veriance Gntrol = - " $ Variance Odntrol
Peroent Fxplained Verisble ' Maroent Explained Variable
.. Mssirg by Gmrol Explainiig - llg:m by Contrpl Eaplaining
VARIARLE MEAN Valuss Varisbles Mbst Variance MEAN Valles Varisbles Most Varisncs
, " masic Institutional = $ 21,600 1% 623 ACAD RANK $19,800° 13 - 628 ' ACAD AARK
—~ - Incone ~ . ~ . . S -
' Spplenental Incone ¢ 320 25 208 ¢ DISCIUINE ¢ 2,700 23 188 . DISCIPUINE'

, . & ACAD RANK - o | & KCAD RANK
fotal Personal Incone 3 24,800 23 565 . ACADRANK  $22,%00 28 573 ACAD RANK,
(anic‘o‘Suppl,umtd) o . . . .
Total Family Income $ 28,700 1% 373 ° ACADAANK  $25,400 28 - 328 ACAD AANK
change in Fconamic Status  3.51 1% 38 DISCIPLINE - 3.42 1% 33 DISCIPLINE
(1-&!‘3'[“..5-”F'OV¢) ! v '
$ Indicating any Consulting 35% 18 128 DISCIPLINE ws 13 3 DISCIF.INE
in last two years

.« percentage Indicating Each of Following As First or Second Largest Soarce of Jupplesental Income: .
Sumer Teaching 2713 5% 248 CONTRACT P 5% 198 CONTRACT
_ . . ERID | PSRID .
Teachirg Elseshere 0% 58 . us DISCIPLINE ~ 128 5% 43, DISCIPLINE
Consulting - 373 s§ 178 DIscImINe 2% 53 163 DISCIPuINE |
_ pivate Practice i 5% 113 DISCIPLINE ™ 5% 7% DISCIPLINE
Royalties 5% 5% 9% DISCIF.INE 128 5% 7% DISCIPLINE
Uecture/ Speech Fees 58 5% 7% DISCIPLINE 138 5% 53 ACAD RANK &
. DISCIPLTNE
Research Salaries . 18% 5% 21% DISCIPLINE 143 5% 143 DISCIPLINE
. Y CONTR PERD .
"Qher" Sources 21 5% 5% DISCIPLINE 201 5% U DISCIPLINE
o Supplemental Income 1% 5% 9% ACAD RANK 118 5% 5% DISCIPLINE

NOTE: Msan is based on all non-missing casecs, but this value will vary depending upon the analysis beirg
considered. For example, 13 of the cases were missing the Basic Institutional Incase, but when
this variable was broken down by the four Gontrol Varisbles additional cases tha had missing
values for one or more of the control variables were also excluded.

1— Respondents were to select one source &S "largest" (or indicate }one) and a second source as "second largest”,

but 5% left the item blank and ware cownted a8 missing. In fact it is likely that many of these "missing”
B responses realy had no source of suppleuental incane and left the itew blank instead of indicating "None" .

ERIC <1




FACWTY SAARIES 21

' TABLE ONE :
BASIC INSTITUTIONAL SALARY BROKEN DOWN BY FOUR CONTROU VARIABLES

DOCTORAL UNIVERSITIES ONUY

CONTRL VARIABLES MEAN Unad justed AdJjusted ME AN Unad justed A justed

E Deviation Deviation Deviation Deviation

. ACADEMIC CALENDAR .
9/10 months $19,130 - 2,440 - 1,780 $17,740 - 1,640 - 1,100
11/12 months 320,720 + 3,50 +2,290 $22,500 + 3,120 +'2,080
% Variance Explained 14, 4% (5.45%) 10.9% (4.1%)

ACATEMIC RANK . '

' Instructor/Uecturer $11,5710 -10,000 ~ = 9,440 $11,730 - 7,650 - 7,000
Assistant Professor $15,520 - 6,050 - 5,580 $14,730 - 4,650 -'4,170
Associate Professor $19,320 =-2,350 - 2,560 $18,100 - 1,280 - 1,220
Full Professor - , $26,340 + 4,770 + 4,520 $24,80 + 5,480 + 5,000
% Variance Explained 46.2% (35.3%) 49, 0% (36.2%) :

TEACHING DISCIPLINE .

Social Sciences $21,190 - 380 + 680 $19,190 - 190 + 400
Humanities $17,570 - 4,000 - 1,80 $17,470 - 1,910 - 1,070
®ine Arts $16,3%0 - 5,210 - 2,020 $15,880 - 3,500 - 2,000
Law . ©8,980 + 7,410 + 5,070 $29, 400 +10,020 +5,790
Pnysical Sciences $21,$0' + 129 + 70 $0,%50 + 880 + 540
Biological Sciences "$23,310 + 1,800 - 150 '$21,550 + 2,170 - uo
Medicine $29,800 + 8,230 + 6,280. $29,¥0 + 9,980 + 6,550
€duwation $20,20 - 1,30 - 1,310 $18,780 - 600 - 22
Business $21,100 - 470 + 1,040 $17,460 - 1,90 + 340
Engineering .$23,640 + 2,070 + 280 $2,720 + 3,340 + 860
Nursing/Health Educat $20,870 -. 700 + 70 .$17,680 - 1,700 - 350
Agriculture 324,50 + 2,600 - 1,760 . $23,570 + 4,190 - 820
_% VARIANCE EXPUAINED 18.5% .( 6.5%) - 15.2% (4.28%) ‘
CARNEGIE CODE-SCHOO4 TYPE (anly one category included) S
Doctorate Granting = -~ = -~ ® ===~ =~~~ $21,570 + 2,190 + 129
" Comprehensive @ = 3 = = e = - =@ === <-- .$18,020 - 1,360 - 80
diberal A'tS 2= e e e c e e e e e e $15,900 - 3,480 - 2,310
% VARIANCE EXPUAINED - = === 9. 6% ( 1.8%)
ACROSS ALL 4 CONTRO4 VARIARLES
GRAND MEAN £1,570 $19, 30
% Variance Fxplained By All
'Control Variables Combined 51.% 62.2%
% Missing Cases 4,0% 4.7%

NOTE: The UNADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the GRAND MEAN.
The ADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the mean that :
would have been predicted on the basis of the other control variables.

NOTE:
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¢ VARIANCE EXPUAINED (eta squared) refers to the proportion of the tota! variance that
can be explained by a given control variable,
proportion of variance that
{i.e., variance that cannot

The value in parentheses refers to the
can be uniguely explained by the given control variable
also be explained by one of the other control variables).
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‘l'DTAh SIPH&EHENTM. IICQCE BROKEN DCHN BY FOUR COM'IU VARIAB.BS ~ L
| / DOCTORAL uuxv*nsmss, oMLY AL w:'rlcmm:\m scmdss -
umm mnus + MEAN Unadjusted Mjusted ~  MEAN - Unsdjusted Ajusted
- - Devistion nemuon . navuuon Deviation ' %
" 9/10 months $3,50 + ‘360 + 570 $ 2,’@0 * 120 a. 260 4
. 11712 months $2,800 - 40 - 73 $2,80 - 320 - a0 ¢
;- ¥ Variance - t:pluned .28 (2.1%) -, 0.3% . (0.88) . .
i . . X ’
s’-ACAlEMIC RANK § o LT R i
'+ Instrwtor/iecturer $1,%0 =-1,90 - 1,790 $1,80 - 1,40 - 1,240 3
-~ Assistant Professor -$1,860 - 1,3“0 - 1,280 ' $ 1,950 - 1750. - TI0. - %
" - Associate Professor $ 2,860 - - 790 $2,210 - 430 - 390 3
: '.' full Professor $4,B0 +1, 150 + 1,0 $3,%0 +1,050 + 1,010 -
= § Vartance Explained " 9.6% (8 ) e 1.3%  (6.1%) W
"TEACMING DISCIPUINE | . - o
) Social Sciences . $:3,640 + 44O + 320 $2,%20 + 220 + 210 -
Humanities - $.1,900 -1,30 - 1,280 g 1,730 - 970 = 910 R
' Fine Nts - $2,110 -1,00 - T10 $1,860 - 840 - 880
T UEW ' $5,210 +2,000 -+ 870 $3,080 «+ 3,800 + 2,660
Physical Sciences $3,380 + 180 - 200 $2,80 + 129 - 110
Biological Sciences $2,80 - 680 - 52 - $ 2,430 - 270 -+ 570 -
Medicine $ 5,60 +2,410 + 3,220 .$5,600 +2,%0 + 2,910 “
€ducation $3,280 +« 80 + 180 $2,60 - 70 + 190
Business $5,80 +2,60 + 2,410 $ 4,700 + 2,000 + 2,30 -
Engineering $ 4,00 + 1,70 + 1.(80 $ 4,390 «+ 1,600 + 1,050
Nursing/Health Educat .3 2,170 -1 030 - 400 . $ 1,80 - 820 .. “30
Agriculture $2,18 -1,00 - 990 $2,649 - 510 - 970
’ VARIANCE EXPUAINED 10.2% (8.8) 9.6% (8.0%) :
-CARNEGIE CODE-SCHOO4 TYPE (mly one cat.egory included) L
Doctorate Grantirng | e e e e ccecccec--a- $ 3,210 +«+ 510 + 340
Comprehensive @ 2 <« c c cc e c e cnweca- $ 2,400 - 300 - 22
fUiberal Ats 2 ec c cc e c e e eeae- - $ 1,80 - _B8uU0” - . 500
X % VARIANCE EXPUAINED -e eoea- 2.3% ( 0.8%)
ACROSS ALLl 4 CONTROL VARIABLES : ' ’
GRAMD MEAN ) $ 3,200 '$ 2,700
"~ $ Variance Explained By All :
. (ontrol Variables Combined 20. 2% 17.5%
% Missing Cases 4,63 5.1%
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NOTE: The UNADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the GRAND MEAN,

3

The ADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean ard the mean that N
would have been predicted on the basis of the other control variables, .

NOTE: % VARIANCE EXPUAINED (eta squared) refers to the proportion of the total variance that

can be explained by a given control variable.

The value in parentheses refers to the

proportion of variance that can be miquely explained by the given control variable
(i.e., variance that cannot also be ‘explained by one of the other oont.rol variables).
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TABLE THFEE "

f TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (Basic plus Supplemental) EROKEN DOWN BY FOUR CONTROJ VARIABLES
' : DOCTORAL UNIVERSITIES ONUY ALU DOCT/ COMP/4IB ART SCHOQUS
- CONTROJ VARIABLES MEAN Unad justed Ad justed ME AN Unad justed AMdJjusted
, . o Deviation Deviation Deviation Deviation
" ACADEMIC CALENDAR :
- .9/10 months . $22,700 - 2,100 - 1,200 $20,560 - 1,540 - 8%
11/12 months . $27,100 + 2,600 + 1,540 . $5,010 + 2,910 + 1,610
% Variance Explained 5.3% ( 1.5%) ’ 6.3% ( 1.6%)
. ACADEMIC RANK - (. ' :
Instructor/liecturer - $12,860 -11,940 -11,300 $13,010 - 9,090 - 8,380
~Assistant Professor $17,3710 - 7,430 - 6,900 $1,558 = 5,420 - 4,970
Associate Professor $21,830 -2,970 - - 3,010 $20,390 - 1,710 - 1,610
_ Full Professor - $30,720 +5,%0 + 5,650 828,670 + 6,570 + 6,060
_ % Variance Explained 43.6%  (34.6%) : . . U43.6%  (33.5%) .
« TEACHING DISCIPLINE
‘Social Sciences _ $24,830 <+ 30 + 980 $22,130 + - 30 + 580
oHumanities $19,460 - 5,340 -2,T10 ) $19,200 - 2,900 - 2,000
Fine Ats $18,600 - 6,200 - 2,560 $17,790 = 4,310 - 2,540
Uaw ’ . $34,190 + 9,390 +5,%0 $35,80 +13,790 + 8,390
Physical Sciences $25,130 + 330 - 119 $3,100 + 1,000 -+ 410
Biological Sciences $25,950 «1,1B0 . - "T00 93.%0 +-1,880 -  6W
Medicine ©$35,500 10,790  + 9,640 $35,600 +13,500 +19,110
Education i $23,540 -~ 1,30 - 1,170 $1,420 - 680 - 70
‘Business $26,990 + 2,190 + 3,430 $22,10 + 60 + 2,600
Engineering . $28,520 + 3,720 -+ 1,210 . $27,90 + 4,980 +.1,840
Nursing/Health Fdteat . $23,050 - 1,750 - 340 - $19,610 - 2,490 - 720
. Agriculture . | $26,450 + 1,650 -2,760 . $25,760 +3,660, - - 1,790
% VARIANCE EXPUAINED 19, 4% ( 9.6%) 16.8% ( 6.9%)
r .
CARNEGIE CODE-SCHOOS TYPE  (only one gategory included). -
Doctorate Granting @ = =« = == = @ = = = S - - $24,800 +2,700 + 1,020
Comprehensive - - e e e e .= ==a- $20,450 - 1,650 - 250
Uiberal Arts - e e - .- - - - $17,760 - 4,340 - 2,880
% VARIANCE EXPUAINED N ' 9.0% (1.9%)
ACRDOSS ALU 4 CONTRO. VARIABLES
GRAND MEAN U, 800 $22, 100
¢ Variance Explained By All '
" (ontrol Variables Combirned 56.1% . 57.3%
% Missing Cases 4, 6% 5.1%

NOTE: The UNADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the grcup nean and the GRAND ME AN,

: The ADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the mean that
.would have been predicted on the basis of the other control variables.

NOTE: % VARIANCE EXPUAINED (eta squared) refers to the proportion of the total variance that
can be explained by a given control variable. The value in parentheses refers to the
proportion of variance that can be wiquely explained by the given control variable
(i.e., variance that. cannot also be explained by one of the other control variables).

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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CONTRL VARIARLES
ACADEMIC CALENDAR .
-~ 9/10 months
1112 mnths -~ .
. $-Variance Explained

ACATEMIC RANK .

. Instructor/iecturer

« Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Full Professor

- ¢ Variance Explained

TEACHING DISCIPUINE
Social Sciences
Humanities «

Fine Ats -
Uaw :
Physical Sciences

- Biological Sciences

" Medicine
Edwat ion
Business
Engineering )
Nursing/Health Eduwca

_ Agriculture _

% VARIANCE EXPUAINED

CARNEGIE CODE-SCHOOU, TYPE
Doctorate Granting
Comprehensive
‘jiberal Arts

4 VARIANCE EXPUAINED

¢

¢ ' . .
TOTAL FAMILY. INCOME BAOKEN DONN BY FOUR CONT

DOCTORAL UNIVERSITIES ONJY

0
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OJ VARIAELES
AU DOCT/COMP/LIB ART. SCHOLS

MEAN  Unadjusted Adjusted

| Deviation Devistion ..
$5,010 - 1,410 |

$29,110 + 2,690

2.8 (0.68)

$19,610 - 6,810

- $20,210 -~ 6,150

$25,130 - 1,290
$32,780 + 6,30

22.1% (1839

- MEAN  Unadjusted MJjusted
" ‘Deviation Deviation .
$26,890 - 1,710 - 690
$30.§0 +2,00 "« 80
‘180.330 '100330 '1°vm
$20,640 -~ 8,020 - 7,70
‘25,&0 - 2,&0 - 2’930
$34,50 +5,870-. +5,860
25.08 (21.8%)
$29,650 + 990  +1,T8O
$23,040 - 5,620 - 3,290
‘2’1o§° - 7,@0 - uv°3°_ )
$38,0 +9,830 +5,%0
$28,050 - 610 - 1,30
$28,930 + 270 - 1,170
$42,890 +14,230 - #13,640
$28,610 - 50 + W0
$33,50 + 4,600 +5,90
$31,30,, +2,50 - - - 40
$28,070 - 530 + 1,090
$27,780 - 880 - 4,840
.43 (11.0%)

(only one éatqory i ncluded)

ACROSS ALl 4 CONTROL VARIABLES

GRAND MEAN - ‘
¢ Variance Explai

By
Mntrol Variables Gombined

% Missing Cases

The ADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the mean that

_ wuld have been predicted on the basis of the o
NOTE: $ VARIANCE EXPUAINED (eta squared) refers to th
can be explained by a given control
proportion of variance that
(i.e., variance that cannot

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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£8, 660

37.2%

u.n

can be

variable.

o0
QG

$26, R0

- $22,780 .

$21,230
$41,190
96,&0

- $27,310

$42, 600
$27, 750
$27,990
$30, 180
24,070
$27, 280

10.9%

$28,660 + 2,240 °

$25, 340
$21,T70

4.0%

-v‘ 500
- 3,&0

- 5.190 .

+14,T70
+ U400
+ 950
+16, 180
+ 1’330
+ 1,570

.+ 3,760

- 2,90
+ 860

- 1,080
- 4,650

$26, 420

32.2%
5.T%

NOTE: The UNADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the GRAND MEAN.

ther control variables,
e proportion of the total variance that
The value in parentheses refers to the
wniquely explained by the given control variable
also be.explained by one of the other control variables) .

N\

(0.9%)

- M0

+ 1,50

- 6,50

- 6,040 .

< 10130

+ 6,080
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- ' TABLE FIVE ' .
CHANGE IN ECONOMIC STATUS(1-Worsened..3-Same..5-Improved) EROKEN DOWN BY FOUR CONTROJ VARIAELES .
DOCTORAL UNIVERSITIES ONUY ALLU DOCT/COMP/IIB ART SCHOQUS
CONTRO4 VARIABRLES ' " MEAN® Unadjusted MJjusted ME AN Unad justed Adjusted’
- Deviation Deviation . Desviation Deviation
ACATEMIC CALENDAR .
9/10 mt«hﬂ 3.‘1‘3 - om . - on 30 33 - ow - .m
. 1112 months 3.61 + .10 + .12 3.5 + W 7T .+ 12
% Variance Explained 0.6% (0.7%) 0, 4% ( 0.5%) ‘
ACADEMIC RANK &
Instructor/iecturer 3.53 + .02 - .05 3.9 - .02 - .08
Assistant Professor 3.5 + .03 - O 3. - .06 - .05
Associate Professor 3.51 - .00 - .0 3.0 - .01 - 01 -
Full Professor 3.8 - ,02 + .01 3.6 + .05 + .06
.4 Variance Explained 0.1% ( 0.0%) 0.2% ( 0.2%)
TEACHING DISCIPLINE . :
Social Sciences 3.66 + .15 + .19 3.0 + .09 + .12
Humanities 3.53 + .02 + .08 3.4 + ,00 + .03
Fine Ats . 3.67 + .16 + D0 3.61 + .20 + .23
Uaw _ 3371 + .20 + o4 3.53 + .12 + JOH
Physical Sciences ' 3.8 - .23 - .19 3. - . - .5
Biological Sciences 3.5 + .04 - .03 3.0 - .00 - .08
Medicine A\ 3.68 + .17 + 04 3.6 + .& + .03
Education 3.73 + .2 + .21 3.3 - .03 + .00
Business 3.399 - .1 - .06 .24 - .17 - .07
‘Eng ineering 3.% - .BH - .33 3.17 - .2 - .3
Nursing/Health Fducat 3.6 + .M + 07 3.6 + .2 + U
' Agr‘icultu?‘e 3-5 - ] 5 - 027 3-% - o% - .28
% _VARIMCE EXPUAINED 2.6% ( 2.6%) 2,0% (2.1%)
CARNEGIE CODE-SCHOQU TYPE (only one category incluled)

" Doctorate Granting @ - - === = === -- -~ 3.51 + .10 + .10
Canp‘ehensive """"""""" 3-32 - -03 - 010
iberal Arts I R 3.33 -,.08 - .06

% VARIANCE EXPUAINED = == === - = 0.6% ( 0,06%)

ACROSS ALL 4 CONTRO. VARIABRLES

GRAND ME AN : 3.51 ' 3.4
% Variance Explained By All

®ntrol Variables Combined 3.3% 3. 40%
% Missing Cases . 4,6% 5.30%

NOTE: The UNADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the g oup mean and the GRAND MEAN,
The ADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the mean that
wuld have been predicted on the basis of the other control variables.

NOTE: % VARIANCE EXPUAINED (eta squared) refers to the proportion of the total variance that
can be explained by a given control variable. The value in parentheses refers to the
proportion of variance that can be wniquely explained by the given control variable
(i.e., variance thac cannot also be explained by one of the other control variables),

24
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— | | | - FACKTY SALARIES 25
PERCENTAGE INDICATING THAT SUMMER TEACHING WAS FIRST OR SECOND: UARGEST SOURCE OF
SUPPUEMENTAL INCOME .snomc ‘DONN BY FOUR oqlm VARIABLES :

G T © . DOCTORAL UNIVERSITIES OMNUY- AUU DOCT/ COMP/ZIIB ART SCHOQUS &
i ) _ L . . . \.—_ - - - " o e . . —ecssess é{;

CONTROU VARIARLES MEAN - Unadjusted Mjsted = MEAN  Unadjusted MJjwsted Vb

o .« . Deviation Deviation . Deistion Devistion ..

© 9N0 months 3% . + 163 + 4% . 51% +128 - +10% =
1112 months o . 6% - 21% - 19% 16% - -23% -20%

_ACAEEMIC RANK o o “ c .
Instructor/ecturer 20% --T3 - 13% 368 . - 3% .= 8%
Assistant Professor 37% + 10% + 43 49% + 10% ‘- 4

. hssociate Professor 3u% + 7% + 63 43% + 43 + U3
Full Professor - . 20% - 73 - 3% 313, - 8% - 32 :
.3 Variance Explained 2.% (1.28) 2,68 (0.7%) el
“TEACHING DISCIPUINE . . '
Social Sciences 2% + 5% - 1% T 1% + 2% - 1%
Humanities ~ 5% +18  + 8% urs + 8% + 6%
Fine Arts s + 20% + 16% 53% + 1449 + 13%
aw 8% . + 1% - 5% 320 - 7% - 8% .
- Physical Sciences $3 + 8% + 2% 38% - 1% - 4%
. Biological Sciences -1 - 12% - 2% 29 - - 10% - 3%

. . Medicine 1% - 26% - 7% . 1% -38% . - 12%

-, Education’ u3s + 16% +17% 51% + 12% + 10%
Business: B+ 113 + 1% 57% + 18% .+ T8
Engineering . 10% - 17% - -20% - 15% - 24% - - 22%
Nursing/Health Educat %%, -113 - Us U - 5% o= U

" Agriculture 3% - 24% - 6% 4% - 35% - 12%
_ % VARIANCE EXPUAINED 12.3%5 . (4.5%) 7.8% (2.9)

CARNEGIE CODE-SCHOQJ TYPE (only &ne category included). .
Doctorate Granting - e ele e eeea=—- 28 - 11% - 6%
Comprehensive B I I I I B R B 53% + 4% + 9%

‘iiberal Acts A LI I R B N BN B N R I 34% - 5% - 10%
% VARIANCE EXPUAINED : -1 - === 6. 3% ( 2.4%)
|
ACROSS ALL 4 CONTROL VARIABLES '
. GRAND MEAN 27.0% 39.0%
- % Variance Explained By All
Ontrol Variables Combined  23.5% 19.2%

% Missing Cases 8.0% 8.8%

NOTE: The UNADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference be\t.\’ween the group mean and the GRAND MEAN.
The ADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the mean that
would have been predicted on the basis of the other control variables.

NOTE: % VARIANCE EXPUAINED (eta squared) refers to the proportion of the total variance that
can be explained by a given control variable, The value in parentheses refers to the
proportion of variance that can be uniquely explained-by the given control variable

(i.e., variance that cannot also be explained by one of the other control variables).
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FACWTY SALARIES 27
" | . TARLE SEVEN | |

PERCENTAGE INDICATING THAT TEACHING EUSEWHEFE WAS FIRST OR SECOND UARGEST SOURCE OF

"SIPPLEMENTAL INCOME BROKEN DOWN BY FOUR CONTRDL VARIARLES -

DOCTORAY UNIVERSITIES ONUY ALU DOCT/COMPAIIB ART SCHOOUS ]

- CONTROJ VARIABLES MEAN Unad justed Adjusted ME AN Unad justed Adjusted

- Deviation Deviation Deviation Deviation

ICADEMIC CALENDAR - ‘
9/10 months 0% - 0% - 2% 12% + 0% - 0%
11712 -months . 10% + 0% + 2% 1% - 1% + 0%
% Variance Explained 0.0%  (0.u43) 0.1% (0.0%)

_ACADEMIC RANK . . |
Instructor/Uecturer 12% + 2% + 1% 12% - 0% - 2%
Assistant Professor 15% + 5% . + Uusg 17% + 5% + 4%
Associate Professor 12% + 2% + 1% 4% -« + 2% + 2%
full Professor 7% - 3% - 2% 8% - Uu% - 3%

% Variance ‘Explained 1.2% (0.7%) 1.4%2  (0.%)

: 'I;EACHING DISCIPLINE

- Social Sciences - 9% - 1% - 1% 11% - 1% - 1%
Humanities ug + Ug + 5% ' 134 + 1% + 0%
Fine Acts ‘ 16% + 6% + 6% 10% - 2% - 2%
Jaw . 6% - 4% - 1% 44 - 8% - 5%
Physical Sciences - 6% - 4% - 3% 8% - 4% - 3%
Biological Sciences 5% - 5% - 6% 5% - 6% - 4%
Medicine 3% - 7% - 10% 2% - 10% - 9%
Sduwcation 20% + 10% + 9% 22% + 10% + 9 :
‘Business 2% + 12% + 13% 21% + 9 + 7%
€ngineering . 8% - 2% - 1% 5% - 6% - 4%
Nursirng/Health Educat 11% + 1% - 0% 4% + 2% + 1% "
Agricul ture 5% - 5% - 6% 5% - 1% - 4%

% VARIANCE EXPLAINED 3.2% (2.9%) 2.6% (1.7%)

CARNEGIE CODE-SCHOOL TYPE (only one category included)

' Doctorate Granting @ = - = = = - - - - = - - 10% - 2% - 1%
Comprehensive @ = = - == -c = === == 15% + 3% + 1%
Uiberal A'ts = = = === ~c~=--c= === 1% - 1% - 1%

% VARIANCE EXPUAINED - === 0.6% ( 0.1%)

ACROSS ALU 4 CONTROJ VARIARLES

GRAND MEAN 0.0% 12.0%
% Variance Explained By All

Gntrol Variables Combined 4,1% 3.5%
% Missing Cases 3.0% 8. 8%

NOTE: The UNADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the GRAND MEAN.
The ADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the mean that
_ would have been predicted on the basis of the other control variables.

NOTE: % VARIANCE EXPLAINED (eta squared) refers to the proportion of the total variance that
can be explained by a given control variable. The value in parentheses refers to the
proportion of variance that can be wniquely explained by the given control variable
(i.e., variance that cannot also be explained by one of the other control variables) .
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FACILTY SAARIES. 28

% | N e TARE EIGHT .- = - = :
S FURCENTAGE INDICATIIG THAT CONSULTING: WAS FIRST OR SECOND UARGEST SOURCE OF - i
. - swmmal;m INCOME BROKEN DOWN BY FOUR CONTROU VARIARLES o e
. _ DOCTORAL UNIVERSITIES ONJY  ALU DOCT/COMP/i1B ART SCHOOUS -

TAOU VARIAMES ! MEAN - Unadjusted Mjwted - "MEAN . Unadjusted Mjusted -

o - . - Devistion Deviation Deviation - Deviation
910 months. _ LY - 58 - 43 243 - 5% . - 3% R
#1112 months o s + 7% + 6% 38% + & + 6% -
" 8 Veriance Explained . - 1.4  (0.TH) - 2.0 (0.9)
- ACADEMIC RANK T : o e T L

- Instruwtor/lecturer 1% - 26% - 18% ' 08 =19 - 148 - o

» Assistart Professor . 243 --13% - T3 213 ' - 8% . -'6% .
Associate Professor 33% - 4% - U3 .- 27% - 2% e 1% -
Full Professor . . 4% +10% + 7% 039% 0  +.10% + T8

% Variance Explained 5.3% (2.0%) o 4. 4% (2.1 - °

TEACHING DISCIPUINF - - | o : | o |
Social Sciences 9% + 2% + 43 34% + 5% + 6%

< Humanities . v 1% - 26% - 22% - = 10% - 198 -17%
Fine Arts ° . B .-22% - 16% 108 -19% < 16%

- Uaw - 52%° T +15% - +13% S4% + 25% + 18%

* Physical Sciences . 31 - - 63 - 6% 5% - 43 - 4%
Biological Sciences . =~ 8% - 9% - 13% 5% - Y% . - 9%
Medicine 36% = 1% - 6% o 3% + 7% - 5% - -

. gdweation ° us +13% - +13% 41 -+ 12% + 13%
Business 67% + 30% + 343 373 + 88 " + 4%
Engineering T1% + 34% + 32% | 68% + 398 + 34%
Nursing/Health Fducat . 2% - 5% - 5% '20% - 9% - - T5.
Agriculture ' S4% + 17% + 8% 52% + 23% + 10%

% VARIANCE EXPUAINED W ug (11.1%) 12.3% (9.1%)

CARNEGIE CODE-SCHOOL TYPE  (only one category included) :

. Doctorate Granting “ e mmee .= 37% + 8% + 4%
Comprehensive @ = = - - ======-==-<--°< 2u% - 5% - 3%
Uiberal AltS @ == == ==-== - -=-- 168  -13% - 5%

% VARIANCE EXPUAINED cme === | 2.9 (0.7%) .

ACROSS ALL 4 CONTROJ VARIABLES .

* GRAND MEAN ' 37.0% 29.0%

% Variance Explained By All '

Gntrol Variables (ombined  17.3% 16. 3%

% Missing Cases 8.0% ' 8.8

NOTE: The UNADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the GRAND MEAN.
The ADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the mean that
would have been predicted on the basis of the other control variables.

NOTE: % VARIANCE EXPUAINED (eta squared) refers to the proportion of the total variance that
can be explained by a given control variable. The value in parentheses refers to the

, Eroportion of variance that can be uniquely explained by the given control variable
i.e., variance that cannot also be explained by one of the other control variables).

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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- FACULTY SAUARIES 29
’ TABUE NINE _ o R
PERCENTAGE INDICATING THAT PRIVATE PRACTICE WAS FIRST OR SECOND UARGEST SOURCE OF
| SUPPUEMENTAL INCOME BROKEN DOJN BY FOUR CONTRO. VARIARLES -

DOCTORAL UNIVERSITIES ON.Y ALU DOCT/COMP/IiIB ART SCHOOUS
"CONTROL VARIABLES _MEAN Unad justed Adjusted ME AN Unad justed Adjusted
, : ~ | Deviation Deviation Deviation Deviation
ACADEMIC CALENDAR - ’
9/10: months 5% - 23 - 1% 6% . --1% - 0%
11712 mnths 9% + 2% + 1% . 8% + 1% + 0%
% Variance Explained * 0.5% ( 0.1%) . . 0.1% ( 0.0%) )
ACALEMIC RANK . : .
Instructor/Uecturer 13% + 6% + 3% ) 16% + 9% + 7%
Assistant ‘Professor - 8% + 1% + 1% 7% - 0% - 1%
Associate Professor 7% . - 0% - 0% . 6% - 1% - 1%
.* ~ Full Professor " 5% - 1% - 0% 6% - 1% - 0%
.'$ Variance Explained - 0.U% (0.1%) 1.0% (0.7%)
TSACHINS DISCIPUINE .
Social Sciences v 5% - 2% . = 2% 8% + 1% + 1%
Humanities 5% - 2% - 1% 3% - 4% - Uug
Fine Arts D% + 13% .+ 13% 17% + 10% + N
Uaw 4 + 20% +21% 5% + 18% + 192
Physical Sciences 1% - 6% - 6% 2% - 5% - 5%

* Biological Sciences 1% - 6% - T3 1% - 6% - 5%
Medicine " 34% + 27% + 26% 343 + 27% .+ 28%
Eduwation 2% - 5% - 5% 2% - 5% - 5%
Business : 6% - 1% - 0% _ 13% + 6% + 5%
Engineering : 6% - 1% - 0% ' 7% - 0% + 1%
Nursing/Health Educat. 9% + 2% + 13 113 + 4% + 3%
Agricul ture 2% - 5% - 6% - 5% - .2% - 1%

% VARIANCE EXPUAINED 10.2% (9.78) 5.3% (5.9)

CARNEGIE CODE-SCHOOL TYPE (only one category included) :
"Doctorate Granting - e e e ... === 7% - 0% - 1%
Comprehensive @ = - = e e = e e ===~ 8% + 13 + 13
~ Yiberal A'ts 2= e e e - s - e == 43 - 3% - 2%
% VARIANCE EXPLAINED - .- - 0.3% (0.2%)
ACROSS ALU 4 CONTROJ VARIABLES

GRAND ME AN 7.0% 7.0%

% Variance Explained By All
Control Variables Combined 10. 6% 7.3%

% Missing Cases 3.0% 8.8%

NOTE: The UNADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the GRAND MEAN.
The ADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the mean that
would have been predicted on the basis of the other control variables.

NOTE: % VARIANCE EXPUAINED (eta squared) refers to the proportion of the total variance that
can be explained by a given control variable. The value in parentheses refers to the
proportion of variance that can be uniquely explained by the given control variable
(i.e., variance that cannot also be explained by one of the other control variables).
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FACLLTY SALARIES 30

P . X . .. . .

... PERCENTAGE “THDICATING ‘THAT. IOYAUTIES WAS FIRST OR SECOND UARGEST SOURCE OF =~ ™
g RICVE Tswrusmima, Ticor SROKEN DONN BY FOR CONTKDL WRWRES .

- DOCTORA: UNIVERSITIES OMJY ALG DCCT/COMPAIIB ART SCHOCLS

3;: . _ : . B pu— n.---‘-qa----.-- : -.6-.-.-'-’ . ) wsee |
SOONTIOU VARIAHES . MEM . Unadjusted Mdjmted . MEAN_. _Unadjusted MJjmted . -°
' o - .Deviation Deviation - Deviation  Devistion %
_m + 2% + 1% .. 128 e 0% + 0: #
e 1’ - 3% « 1% g - 15 = 9 .
'8 Variance Explained . 0.5% (0.1%) 0.0%  .(0.0%) .
'ACADEMIC RANK : . , _' ) %
© " Instructor/liecturer - 5% - 0% - 10% ) 6 - 6% - 5% =
 Assistant Professor ° 4% - - 11% - 4% 48 - 8% - 8 G
Associste Professor - 109 - 5% - 5% . 10% - 2% - 33 =
. Full Professor 23% + 8% + 9% 20% + 88 .4 8 :
- % Variance Explained .. 5.3% (6.3%) « 4.8 (4,38
.. TEACHING DISCIPUINE - ' SO
. " " Social Sciences 2% .+ T3 + 8% 16% + U3 + .5% ¢
»  Humsnities - 0% + 5% + 8% 17% + 5% + 6% =
.Fine Arts .. 151 ] - 08 .+ 43 10% - 2% + 0%
» law >% + 10% + 3% 249 + 12% + 3% &
Physical Sciences 192 + U% + 2% 15% + '3% + 2%
7/ Biological Sciences 5% + 0% - 10% . 12% + 0% - 33
Medicine 5% - 10% - 9% 5¢ - T3 - 11%
Edwation 5% - 0% + 0% 7% = 5% - 2%
Business 12% - 3% - 3% , - 6% - 6% - 2% :
.Engineerirng 9% - 6% - 10% 8% - U3 - o%
Nursing/Health Eduwcat 6% - 9 - 5% ' - T% - 5% - 2% °
Agricul ture B 9% . - 6% - 10% . 9% - 3% - 10%
$ VARIANCE EXPUAINED 2.68 (2.9%) 0.1%  (1.98)

CARNEGIE CODE-SCHOOL TYPE (only one category included) . :
Doctorate Granting I I 15% + 3% + 3%
Comprehensive N i 8% - U3 - 3%
Uiberal Arts, @ e c cc cccececec=a--a _ 13% + 1% - 1%

’ vAanE EEMINED - - - - e o= ’100’ ( 005’)
ACROSS ALL 4 CONTROU VARIABLES '
GRAND MEAN . %.0% : 12.0%
‘% Variance Explained By All .
Control Variables Combined 3.9% T.2% ‘
. % Missirg Cases 3.0% 8.8% -

NOTE: The UNADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the GRAND MEAN.
The ADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the mean that
wuld have beén predicted on the basis of the other control variables.

NOTE: % VARIANCE EXPUAINED (eta squared) refers to the proportion of the total variance that
can be explained by a given control variable. The value in parentheses refers to the
proportion of variance that can be uniquely explained by the given control variable
{i.e., variance that camot also bde explained by one of the other control variables).

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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r4

TABRLE EUEVEN - '
PERCENTAGE INDICATING THAT SPEECH/UECTURE FEES WERE FIRST OR SECOND UARGEST SOURCE OF
SUPPUEMEN TAL INCOME BROKEN DOWN BY FOUR CONTROJ VARIABLES

 DOCTORAL UNIVERSITIES ONUY ALY DOCT/ COMPAsIB ART SCHOOUS

CONTRXl VARIABLES MEAN Unad justed Adjusted .  MEAN Unai justed Adjusted
Deviation Deviation - Deviation Deviation
ACADEMIC CALENDAR : ' ;
"~ 9/10 months : 0% - 5% - 4% 10% - 3% - 2%
11/12 months : 2% + T% + 6% . 19% + 6% + 5%
% Variance Explained _ 2.% ( 1.3%) 1.7% (0.9%)
ACAIEMIC RANK .
Instructor/liecturer 5% - 10% - 1L% Uy 4 - 0% - 10%
Assistant Professor 10% _ 5% - 6% (4] - 6% - 6%
Associate Professor 16% + 1% + 0% ' 15% + 2% + 1%
full Professor 181 + 3% + 4% 18% + 5% + 5%
% Variance Explained 1.0% (1.7%) 2.6% (2.3%
TEACHING DISCIPLINE ' ,
~ Social Sciences 4% - 1% + 1% 14% + 1% + 29
Humanities 12% - 3% -+ 13 15% + 2% + 3%
Fine Arts 201 + 5% + 10% 17% + u% + 6%
Yaw 8 - 7% - 7% % - 6% - 10%
' Physical Sciences : % - 6% - 5% 9% - 4% - 5%
Biological Sciences - 191 + Ug + 0% 16% + 3% - 1%
Medicine 33% + 18% + 13% 34% + 21% + 14%
Eduwation 17% + 2% + 2% 1% - 2% - 1%
Business 1% - U3 - 1% 10% - 3% + 1%
ingineering 4% - 11% - 12% 5% - 8% - 11%
Nursing/Health Educat 2u% + 9% + 9% 13% + 0% + 2%
Agricul ture s - 1% - 8% 4% + 1% - 8%
% VARIANCE EXPUAINED 3.6% ( 3.3%8) 2.0% (1.9%)
CARNEGIE CODE-SCHOQL TYPE (only one category included)
Doctorate Granting = - = === ==« ===~ 16% + 3% + 19
Comprehensive @ = = = = = == === ===~ 9% - 4% - 2%
Uiberal Arts = = - == - == ===~ =--<--= 16% + 3% + 3%
% VARIANCE EXPUAINED - - ---- 0.8 ( 0.3%)
. ACROSS ALL 4 CONTRY) VARIABLES
GRAND MEAN 15.0% 13.0%
4% Variance Explained By All
ontrol Variables Combined 5.T% 6.0%
4 Missing Cases 3.0% 8.8

NOTE: The UNADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the GRAND MEAN.
The ADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the mean that
would have been predicted on the basis of the other control variables.

-NOTE: % VARIJANCE EXPUAINED (eta squared) refers to the proportion of the total variance that
can be explained by a given control variable, The valwe in parentheses refers to the
proportion of variance that can be uniquely explained by the given control variable
(i.e., variance that cannot also be explained by one of the other control varidbles).

ERIC 25
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A  PACULTY SAGARIES ‘2
s o TABETMERIE L .
- PERCENTAGE INDICATING THAT ESEARCH SAUARY WAS FIRST OR- SECOND.UARGEST SOURCE OF \
: SUPPUEMENTAL INCOME BROKEN DOWN BY FOUR CONTROL VARIARLES . ‘ o
DOCTORAL UNIVERSITIES . ONUY ALU DOCT/ COMP/iIB ART SCHOQUS .
- e wenep - i - - - J:i};n‘
MEAN  Unadjusted Mjwsted  MEAN *Unsdjusted Mdjusted - .
Deviation Deviation . ~ 'Deviation Deviation ' =
. - 2 + 1% + 1% - 198 + 5% + 4% =
¢ 7 112 months ; ¥ -15% - 15% 5% - 9 - - B%
" @ Varisnoe Explained 11,68 - (8.1%) 3.2% . (.2.5%) S
5. NCRDEMIC RANK o | | 5
" Instructor/ecturer 5% - 13% - 7% 6% - 8 - 2%
Assistant Professor 18% + 0% + 0% 13% - 1% + 0%
. Associate Professor 188 - 0% + 0% 15% + 13 + 0%
..~ full Professor . ' 17% + 1% + 0% - - 16% + 2% +« 0% - -
© § Variance Explained 0.6 (0.2%) o : .0.6% (0.08) -
' TEACHING DISCIPUINE | | . | o
- - Social Séiences .- 318 + 133 + 8% - 22% + 8 + 6%
Humanities . ‘ 1% - 7% - 143 9% - 5% - 6%
‘Fine Arts : 6% - 12% - 14% ug - 10% - 1%
Uaw 1% + 3% - 4% 16% + 2% - 2%
Physical Sciences 03 + 18% + 13% 288  + 4% + 12%
Biological Sciences 182 - 0% + 7% © 26% + 123 + 128 .
Medicine 4% - 14% + 0% 4% - 10% - 6%
education 5% - 13% - 12% 4 - 10% - 6%
‘Business . R - 43 - 11% 9 - 5% - 4%
Engineering 40% - + 22% + 190 3U4% + 20% + 17% ¢
Nursing/Health Fducat 3% - 15% - 9% 3% - 11% - 9 :
Agricul ture - s § - 16% - 3% 23 - 12%: - 9%
% VARIANCE EXPUAINED 13.0% (8.9%) ' 9.6% ( 6.5%)
CARNEGIE CODE-SCHOQU TYPE (only one category incluled) _ |
- - Doctorate Granting e e e emeceeeece==- " . 18% + U + U3
Comprehensive @~ = - == ===~ - ----- 8% - 6% - 6%
Uiberal Alts = =~ e ===-=- - - =ea 20% + 6% + 4%
% VARIANCE EXPUAINED - - ®==- 2.6% (1.7%
ACROSS Alf! 4 CONTROU VARJABLES _ .
- GRAND MEAN 18.0% : - 14,0%
% Variance Explained By All
ontrol Variables Combined 21.1% 13.5%
% Missing Cases 8.0% 8.8%

NOTE: The UNADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the grou- mean and the GRAND MEAN.
The ADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the mean that
would have been predicted on the basis of the other control variables,

NOTE: % VARIANCE EXPUAINED (eta squared) refers to the proportion of the total variance that
can be explained by a given control variable. The value in parentheses refers to the

oportion of variance that can be uniquely explained by the given control variable
i.e., variance that cannot also be explained by one of the other control variables).

Aruitoxt provided by Eric
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' - TARLE THIRTEEN S ’

PERCENTAGE INDICATING THAT AN "OTHER SOURCE" (not one of listed sources) WAS FIRST OR
~ SECOND UARGEST SOURCE OF SUPPLEMENTAL INCCME BROKEW DOWN BY FOUR CONTROL.VARIABLES

DOCTORAL UNIVERSITIES ONUY ALL DOCT/OOMP/AIB ART SCHOOUS -

CONTROs VARIABLES MEAN Unad justed Adjusted ME AN -Unad justed Ad justed
cm- ’ " Deviation Deviation . ' Deviation Deviation
ACADEMIC CAUENDAR ‘ ) .
o 9/10 months %% - 4% - 2% 18 . - 2% - 1%
11712 months S5% + 5% + 3% 2u% . + u% + 2%

% Variance Explained 1.2% ( 0.3% 0.u% (0.2%)

ACATEMIC RANK ,

- Instructor/lecturer 37% +17% + 16% 31 .+ 11% + 10%
Assistant Professor 17% - 3% - 2% 21% + 1% + 2%
Associate Professor 18% - 2% - 1% * 18% - 2% - 2%
full Professor 21% + 1% - 0% 193 - 1% - 2%

% Variance Explained 1.0% (0.8) 0.8  (0.6%)

TEACHING DISCIPUINE : , §

Social Sciences 13% - 7% - 6% 12% - 8% -« 7%
Humanities . 19% - 1% + 19 20% + 0% + 0%
Fine Arts % - +10% + 9% 35% + 15% + 13%

., Uaw - & - 12% - 11% 11% - 9% - 63
Physical Sciences . 183 - 2% - 1% 17% - 3% - 2%
Biological Sciences ar% + 7% + 6% 21% + 1% + 2%
Medicine 2% + 2% - 1% 21% ©  + 1% + 1%
Education 1L} ) - 6% - 6% 18% - 2% - 3%
Business 5% - 15% - 4% 17% - 3% - 3%
Engineerinrg 15% - 5% - 4% 18% - 2% + 0% .
Nursing/Health Fducat 1% + 13 - 1% 22% + 2% + 0%
Agriculture 40% + 203 + 18% u3s .+ 23% + 28%

% VARIANCE EXPUAINED - 4,0% (2.88) 2.9 ( 2.5%)

CARNEGIE CODE-SCHOO: TYPE (only one category included)

. Doctorate Granting = - = =~ =~ @ e = o= =~ = 20% - - 0% - 1%
Comprehensive | e e e eae e ee === 192 - 1% + 0%
Jiberal Arts B I T e . 243 + 4% + 5%

% VARIANCE EXPUAINED -—. ==~ : 0.1%  (0.2%)

ACROSS ALL 4 CONTRD4 VARIABLES , o

GRAND ME AN 2.0% ' -20.0%

% Variance Explained By All
ontrol Variables Combined 5.1% - 3.8%

% Missing Cases 3.0% 8.8

NOTE: The UNADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the GRAND MEAN.

‘The ADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the mean that
. would have been predicted on the basis of the other control variables.

NOTE: % VARIANCE EXPUAINED (eta squared) refers to the proportion of the total varianc: that
¢an be explained by a given control variable. The value in parentheses refers to the
proportion of variance that can be uniquely explained by the given control variable
(i.e., variance that camot also be explained by one of the other control variables).

1
3
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Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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e o s T TAHE POMTERN R
- PERGENTAGE INDICATING NO.SOURCE OF SUPPLEMENTAU INCOME BROKEN DOWN BY FOUR CONTAGS VARIABES. ..
" R DOCTORM; UNIVERSITIES OMJY -~ AUL DOCT/COMPAIIB ART SCHOLS

’ MEAN  Unadjusted AMdJjusted . ‘MEAN .  Unadjusted Mdjusted 4
 Deviation Deviation . Deviation fDeviation -
= 11/12 months s + 6%  + 6% 16%- + 5% + 5% °
- % Variance Explained 2% (2.m) o .28, €1.3%) - R

ACATEMIC RANK :
" A

Instruetor/iecturer 2u% +13% + 4% 188 + 7% +
Assistant n'ofusor/ 18 e+ 7% + 7% 13% . 2% + 38 -

Associate Professor 133 .+ 2% + 2% 13% + 2% + 1%
'~ full Professor . 5% - 5% - 5% - 7% - - 4% - - U3 =
- % Variance Explained 3.29  ( 3.4%) 108 (139
" TEACHING DISCIPUINE g : : . o

. . Social Sciences 68 . ~- 5% - 43 - 7% - U3 - 3%
Humanities 5% + U% + 5% . - 16% . + 5% + 5%

. Fine Arts __ 6% - 5% -. 7% . 8% - 31 - U3

T Uaw . ) 3 - 11% - 3% - og. - 1% - 6%
Physical Sciences 0% - 1% + 2% 138 + 2% + U
Biological Sciences 18% + 73 + 5%° 4% + 3% + 3%

.\ Medicine = - 1% + 0% - 6% ARY ] - 0% - Ug ..
} Education . 7% - 43 - 5% T8 - ug - 5%

- Business . 6% - 5% - 2% 4% - T3 - 1%
Engineering = 4 - 7% - 3% . 4%, - T3 - 5%
Nursirg/Health Educat - 19 + 8% + U3 17% + 6% + U3

. Agriculture 17% + 6% + 4% - 16% + 5% T+ 3%
% VARIANCE EXPUAINED .28 (2.1%) 2.3% (2.08)

CARNEGIE CODE-SCHOQU TYPE (only one category included) .
Doctorate Granting @ ‘=« e c e e w e = ca--=-- 1% -. 0% ) - 0%
Comprehensive = =~ - e = - - e e e c==-- 1% - 0% - 0%
Uiberal Arts PRI LA R R T ) - 14% + 3% + 2%

% VARIANCE EXPUAINED " e e e ee=a= . 0.25 (0.1%)

ACROSS ALL 4 CONTROU VARIABLES

GRAND MEAY . 11,08 11.0%
% Variance Explained By All

Oontrol Variables Combined 3.6% _ ' 4,8%
% Missing Cases . 8.0% . 8.8

NOTE: The UNADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the GRAND MEAN.
The ADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the mean that
wuld have been predicted on the basis of the other control variables.

'NOTE: % VARIANCE EXPUAINED (eta squared) refers to the proportion of the total variance that
can be explained by a given control variable. The value in parentheses refers to the
proportion of variance that can be uniquely explained by the given control variable
(i.e., variance that cannot also be explained by one of the other control variables) .

{
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A . . . PRI . . B « "Z.J

o, ‘ - TAME FIFTEEN R ' B ‘ﬁ’
“ PERCENTAGE IMDICATING THAT THEY HAD SERVED AS A PAID CONSULTANT (whether or mot it was .'-._"_
13t or 2nd largest source of supplenental inoome) BROKEN DQWN BY FOUR CONTROU VARIABLES
A - F DOCTORAL - UNIVERSITIES ONUY ALL DOCT/COMP/IIB ART SCHOUS ...
‘MEAN ~~ UngdJjusted AdJjusted MEAN Unad justed Mdjusted . -

' Deviation Deviation Deviation Deviation

i . - 53% -02% - 01% o i1 . -02% - -01% -

< 11/12 months o 51%' + 028 + 028 5u% + 05% -+ 02%

-4 Variance Explained 0.2 (0.1%) - 0.5 (0.1%) )

~ACADEMIC RANK L L ' ' _

. Instructor/iecturer -\ 29 -26% - 2% +° 30% - 19% -~ 16%
Assistant Professor 4158 - 1% -12% 41% - 08% - 08% .
Associatet Professor 53% -02% - -02% . 49%. 4+ 00% +01%

“ Full Professor %% «+ 10% + 09% 58% + 09% + 03% s

- § Variance Explained * 4.8 ( 3.5%) "3.2% ( 2.3%)

TSACHING DISCIPUINE - . _ .

. Social“Sciences 628 +07% '+ 09% : 56% + 07% + 03%
Hunanities | HE - 21% - 18% 29% - 20% - 18%

Fine Arts - . - 8% - 07% - 00% ~ 40% - 09% - 06%

Uaw, : 6% +11% + 05% 70% + 21% + 12%
Physical Scierices irs - 08% - 09% u2%s - 07% -09% = -
Biological Sciences s -3 = 16% _ yug - 05% - 09% -
Medicine 548 - 01% -0 548 +05% =038\
Eduwation . . 77%  + 22% + 22% 58% + 19% +21%
Business . . .73% +18% -+ 20% 57% +03%  + 4%
Engineering - 78%  +.23% + 19% - 76% + 291 + 22%
.Nursing/Health Eduwat - _ 54% - 01% +02% C 419 - 03% - 04%

v Agriculture . 57% +02% - 0U% 57% + 03% -03% .

CARNEGIE CODE-SCHOCL TYPE  (only one category included) -

Doctorate Granting | e e e e e comece---- 56% + 07% , +05%

Comprehensive @ = c e c-cccccc o= us% - 03% -'0u%

fiiberal Arts , mmeeeceeeee=—-- 35% - 14% - 07%
$ VARIANCE EXPUAINED - - == 2,08  (0.8%)

ACROSS ALL 4 CONTROS VARIABLES

. GRAND MEAN | 55% 49%

% Variance Explained By All .
Oontrol Variables Combined  11.9% ' 1.9
% Missing Cases . 4, 3% ' 5.5%

NOTE: The UNADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the GRAND MEAN.
The ADJUSTED DEVIATION is the difference between the group mean and the mean that
would have been predicted on the basis of the other control variables.

NWOTE: % VARIANCE EXPUAINED (eta squared) refers to the proportion of the total variance that
can be explained by a given control variable. e value in parentheses refers to the
proportion of varianoe that can be uniquely explained by the given control variable
(i.e., variance that cannot also be explained by one of the other control variables).

ERIC | <
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7 Table SIXTEEN
Correlations Between Income Related Variables (Original Raw Scares and Adjusted Deviation Scores--in parentheses) and
INSTTTUT [ONAL. CHARACTERISTICS '

DOCTORALL SRANTING INSTITUTTONS ONIY ' DOCTORAL/COMPREHENSIVE/'IBERAL ARTS OOMBINED
tage indicating Supp Inane was: . i tage indicating Supp Tnome was:
mic a]pp P - - Basic mpp S n CnGman. BB BN D D SDRE Sm> B
MEAN Inst Iname Extra Oon- Royal Resch NONE  MEAN Inst Iname Extra Con- Royal Resch NONF
Inome Taach sult ties Salry Inone Teach sult ties Salry

-— - - - - come SRS MO Sm BDOADW CWomEmes W EOWa SO ME

.Sehool Werage S, A..T. Test scores 6.3 +15 413 -16 02 407 +13 401 5.8 «23 12 -20. 07 +15  +16 «02

(1=~lless Tan 300....9--Over 1300) (+15) (+11) (-16) (+02) (+09) (+11) (+02) (+16) (+10) (=16) (+05) (+12) (+14) (+01)
Revenue Per udent 71.18 +18 15 =15 403 11  #19 -03 6.00 34 +19 25 +  +17 +19 +C0
(1—ess Than $25....9--Over $1C00) (+15) (+11) (=14) (+02) (+09) (+16) (-02) (+26) (+16) (~17) (+09) (+14) (+17) (&£ 1)
Research Dbllars Per Sudent 5.62 420 415 <22 407 +11 417 =03 4,43 +35 420 =26 #1718 #17  +00
(1==Under $25....9--Over $1500) : (+13) (+13) (=17) (+02) (+09) (+17) (-01) (+22) (+15) (~14) (+09) (+11) (016).(-01).
School Size 7.% 409 =03 05 402 402 07 +03 -5.24 +34 +15 08 +16 09 +1 03
(V=-Under 500..,.9--Over 30,000) (+03) (-04) (-3u4) (+00) (+01) (-0U) (+0U) (+25) (+08) (=01) (+08) (+07) (+02) (-02)
Control--Public or Private 1.12 401 #17 =06 +02 407 +13 03 1,19 -1 02 05 -06 -~400 +10 402

(1--Public, 2—-Private) (+03) (+14) (-09) (+02) («07) (+07) (-02) (-17) (+04) (-09) (-02) (-00) (+37) (+03)

NOTE: Co}'relatioh‘ coefficients, presented without decimal points, are based upon sample sizes of 1851 (Dactoral Only) and
3133 (Combined Data) cases before weighting. While correlations as low as .05 are statistically significan., correlations
of 1e3s than r=. are of little practical significance, '

MOTE: Ad justed Deviation Scores ( M Jjusted Score Oorrelations ar: in parentheses) are the difference botween the raw score amd the
raw score that would be predicted on the basis of four Control Variables: Academic Calendar, Acadenic Rank, Acadenic
Discipline, and Carnegie School Type.

Yo
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' . ' ' Table SEVENTERN - . -
Correlations Betwsen Incame Melated Varisbles (Original .few Scores and Adjusted Devistion Ssores--in parentheses) and N
. , . TEPANTMEN T/INSTTTUTTONAL INVOUVEMINT. - T ' ,
S : ' DOCTURATE GRANTIIG INSTITUTIONS OMUY | - DOCTORA/COMPREHENSIVEALIBERAL ARTS COMBINED , -
, : ! e . . " - - - ". '_ \/
) .- Puge indiocating Supp Incue was: | " Ssge lndicating Supp Inone was: - . ,
. v . Basic Supp , . Basic Supp - O
. ' ' MEAN Inst Inome Extra Gon- foyal Mesch NONE . MEAN Inst Incme Fxtra Gon= Royal Mesch NOWE
: oo Inawe Teach sult ties Salry Inoue - Teach sult *ties Selry
R} * _ * e - _ ' o . ‘ S
CHAIRMAN/HEAD OF [EPT. [N UAST N 430 . 403 01 09 0N 06 .05 1M 425 406 -ON 306 408 03° 02 CL
* ~#]& EMS (140, 2-YES) , . (+19) (+01) (+05) (+03) (-04) (-02) (-03) ~  («06) (+00) (-O1) (+01) (=03) (=02) (~01) ) S
. . X . ' v :
* HEAD QP RESEARCH INSTITUTE INUAST  1.05 17 13 <05 10 402 Q5. =07 1.0 #17 +12 06 409 403 -09 05
: FIW YXEMS ‘(1-!0.\2-1;8) " (#03) (+09) (-03) (+05) (-02) (+03) (-ON) (+10) (+08) (=03) (405) (+01) (+09) (-03).
'SCHDG) WIDE ADMINISTRATOR IN UGAST  1.08 23 401 <05 10 <02 <09 -01 1.90 423 40N " <09 407 402 07 403
FIV YEARS (140, 2-YES) (+15) (+00) ‘(+01) (+0N) (~06; .-00) (~02) (+10) (402) (~0N) (401) (=02) (~03) (403) °
ELECTED MEMBER OF FACULTY GOVERNAICE 1.33 423 10 05 09 405 =03 06 1.5 +19 408 40N 408 400 01 406
BCDY IN UAST FIVE WS (140, 2-YES) 7 (#11) (+08) (+07) (+05) (-02) (~01) (-03) (+08) (402) (+05) (+05) (~01) (-01) (-ON)
MOBER OF SCHOO WIDE COMMITTEE IN 1,68 428 403 408 +10 406 <03 =10 1,73 +17 406 <06 407 +06 00 05
UAST FIVE MS (1-%0, - 2-YES) (+08) (-00) (+06) (+0N8) (-02) (-03) (-07) (+03) (-01) (+07) (+03) (+01) (~01) (-03)
RECENT INVOUVEMENT IN DEPT AFFAIRS 3.39 16 401 411 405 402 <03 07 3.45 +13 40N 406 “406 402 -03 06
(1-IOT AT ALU.,.,N-HEAVIUY) .7 (+12) (-02) (+12) (+02) (<02) (-03) (~04) (+0N) (+01) (+07) (+0N) (~02) (-02) (-06)
RECENT INWLVEMBNT IN UNIV AFFAIRS 2,88 432 11 405 o1 409 <05 =11 2,53 422 406 402 09 09 01 06
{1-NOT AT Alf.,.M-HEAVIUY) (+16) (+04) (+09) (+08) (-00) (-03) (-O7) (+07) (+01) (+405) (405) (-01) (-05) (-02)
HOURS PER WFEK ACTUALLY TEACHING  3.53 =31 03 25 =15 -10 -07 -03 M.A3 -0 -1 430 -16 W --11 -ON
(1done..5-0/10 dRS, .9-21 HRS OR MORE)  (=12) (=05) (+11) (-0N) (-07) (-11) (-01) (-18) (~09) (+17) (~07) (-08) (-11) (-02)

NOTE: Oorrelstion coefficients, presented without decimal points, are based q:on'snpie sizes of 1851 (Doctora) Only) and
3133 (Gmbined Data) cases before weighting. While correlations as low as .05 are statistically significant, correlations X
of less than rz . are of little practical significance. :

NOTE: Adjusted Deviation Scores (Adjusted Score Correlations are in parentheses) are the difference between the raw score amd the
raw score that wuld be predicted on the basis of four (ontrol Variables: Academic Calendar, Acadeaic Rank, Academic
Discipline, and Carnegie School Type. , 42
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corult.lcm btmn Inoon hmd Variables (o.-umn My Sores unxd B.)mr.d Muuon Sores) ad.

PROUCTIVITY/STANDING TN PROFESSION
|
DOCTORATE GRANTING INSTITUTIONS ONUY

7y

, nmmmcmnnuﬁsxmnm ARTS .COBINED

3

. Sage ummm pp Inmme \m'
Basic Supp
MEAN Jnst Incue Extra (bn- Royel Masch lll!

K

S.o lndtmlum aapp Income was:

Basic Swpp..
MEAN Inst Inome Extra On- Soyel Resoh NONE

Inme Teboh sult ties Salry Inome - Toach sult ties &lry
BOOKS/MONOGRAMS PMBLISHED/EDITED  1.91 +31 <32  -ON 35 00 <16 1,78 +% 39 M2 a8 03
(1-%ONE, 2 10R 2, 3-300 N, & Se) (m) (+22) (-08) Ma) (+23) (401) ¢=08) (+18) (s20) (-os) (407) (+30) (00!) (-m
AESIDUAL BOOKS PUBLISH(CORMECTED FOR 0.00 oIN' 426 301 405 30 <13 0.00 +19 26 <03 35 -15
AGE/YRS smczms SINCE DEGRZE) (407) (+23) (-onn (+08) (+22) m'n (-08) (o) (+23) (-00) (ooa) (+30) (00!) (-13)
ARTICLES PUBLISHED IN ACADEMIC JR K. 10 455 431 23 420 M9 <17 3,30 53 32 26 2% 21 W
(1-NONE,2-1 OR 2,..5-11 TO D,6-294) (+18) (+13) (-os) (08) (+12) (+13) (-09) ° (¢23) t+17) (-05) (+13) (¢13) (+12) (-11)
RESIDUAL ARTICLES(ABOVE CORMECTED  0.00 43 26 =18 23 416 20 <15 0.00 +53 26 -18 22 @22 -W
POR AGE/YRS SERVICE/YRS SINCE [EGREE) (+13) (+12) (=07) (+12) ,(+08) (+15) (=09) (022) (+18) (-ON) (om (+12) (+18) (=11)
PUBLICATIONS IN UAST THO YEARS . 25T 427 420 <15 416 415 42N <15 2, 432 27 <18 421 419 25 W
< (1-NONE, 21 OR 2,,.8-5 TO ©,5-104) (409) (+15) (<08) (+09) (+11) (+21) (=11) (+17) (+20) (=05) (+15) (+15) (+20) (-N)
NMBER JOURNAL SUBSCRIPTTONS 318 425 15 05 I 409 405 11 3,001 45 5 <05 416 408 406 -10
(1<NONE, 21 OR 2...5-11 T0 2,6-20+) (+09) (+05) (=01) (+03) (+05) "(+0N) (-06) (+11) (407) (=02) (+08) (+05) (+06) (-07)
' FECEMAL AGENCY RESEARCH SWPPORT IN  1.39 428 +18 26 423 402 431 05 1.23 27 19 <23 421 403 38 -08
. UAST 12 MONTHS (140, 2-YES) (+09) (+12) (<13) (+12) (403) (+30) (-0N) ~ ~ (+10) (+12) (-11) (#11) (=01 (+33) (-0T)
ANY PIMANCIAU RESEARCH SUPPORT IN 167 420 12 =15 o7 <08 428 06 1.50 422 13 =13 19 409 433 -10
UAST 12 NONTHS (1-HO, 2-YES) ~ (+06) (+06) (=06) (+03) (+01) (+26) (-03) . (+09) (40B) (=05) (+12) (+06) (+27) (=09)
DOME PAID CONSULTING IN UAST TWO 1.5 423 429 <06 456 402 11 <32 1.8 22 428 <01 455 01 09 =27
YEARS (140, 2-YES) (+11) (+20) (<01) (+48) (-01) (+10) (~27) (+11) (+20) (402) (4AT) (+01) (408) (-23)
SPIT-BUCCESS REUATIVE TO ACAIEMIC CF 3.5 423 423 08 12 413 <08 <11 3.21 420 19 <06 413 o0 <08 <10

SIMIAR AGE/QUALIF(1-¥ UNSIC, .4V SIC) (+14) (+20) (-05) (+10) (+09) (+08) (-09)

(+13) (+17) (=03) («07) (+08) («06) (-10)

NOTE: Oorrelation coefficients, presented without decimal poimts, are based upon sssple sizes of 1851 (Doctoral nly) md

3133 (mbined Data) cases before weighting.
of less than r= , ) ae of little practical significance.

while correlstions as low as .05 ae statistically sl;niﬂcart, correlations

NOTE: AdJjusted Deviation Scores (Adjusted Score (orrelations are in parentheses) are the difference between the raw score and the
raw score that wuld be predicted on the basis of four Mntrol Variables: Acadenic Calendar, Acadenic Rank, Academic

Discipline, and Carnegie School Type.
]
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100 £5T WORK IS PURE/BASIC
‘ RARCH (1-80, 2-YES)

Y0UR RECEWT BORK IS APPLIED
RESEARCH (1-RO, 2-12S)

’

YOUR RECEBT BORK IS POLICY ORIENTED

RESEARCH {(1-00, 2-1BS)

YOUR BECENT WORK IS LITERARY/
EXPRESSIVE (1-80, 2-YES)

SITAIN YOUR PIELD IS YOUR APPROACH: .

Correlations Between Incoae Related Variabl

‘'DOCTORAL GRANTIRG T¥STITUTIONS OBLY -

<

‘Lable NIAETREN

FACULTY SALARIES 39

es (Original Raw Scores and Adjusted Deviation Scores=-ia pareatheses) aad
CHARACTER OF WORK AND INTERES?T "

ONPRSNBNSIVE/LIBERAL ARTS CORDINED

fage indicating Supp Iacae was:

(1-SCIESTIPIC/QUANT..7-SOFT/HUNANISTIC)

PRINARY INTEREST TEACRING/RESEARCH

(1-ROSTLY RESEARCH..U4-NOSTLY TEACHING)

YOUR PRINCIPAL ACTIVITY IS ADAIN-

ISTRATION (1-8O, 2-YES)

¥OTE:

NOTE:

‘

Basic Swpp -=-===--- rem——— --
AZA¥ Ianst Iacme Bxtra Coa- Royal Resch NOSE
Incae Teach sult ties Salry

1.83 =07 00 01 =15 08 20 +03
(=02) (-00) (=05) (=07) (#05) (¢10) (06)

167 12 *12 =11 *26 =11 =08 -08
(¢01) (#10) (=00) (¢15) (=07) (e01) (=~06)

1.28 407 06 -00 13 =00 02 =02
(#05) (#02) (-02) (#07) (=03) (¢03) (-00)
1.17 =16 =07 18 =15 10 =10 00
(¢02) (#02) (401) (=-01) (-08) (-08) (-01)

3.38 =21 =11 20 =11 =01 =25 +02
(-08) (=03) (#07) (-00) (-02) (-18) (-00)
2.61 =17 =07 19 =-08 =10 =27 00
(<11) (-08) (e18) (-08) (-07) (-23) (-0V)
1.18 30 02 =08 11 =02 =11 -0V
(¢18) (¢01) (#02) (#03) (-05) (e00) (-05)

Correlation coefficients, presented vithout decimal points, are
3133 (Combined Data) cases before weighting.
of less than r= .20 are of little practical significance.

Adjusted Deviation Scores (Adjusted Score Correlations
rav score that would be predicted on the basis of four Coatrol Variables:

Discipline, and Carnegie School Type.

While correlations as low

1.82

1. 6%

.25

.23

3.76

2.88

.

- DOCTORAL/C

Basic
Iast
incee

-03
(¢00)

+08

(-03)

+06
(e0N8)

-12
(¢01)

-19
(-o8)

-23
. (=15)

+33
(¢ 18)

Supp :
Iacae Bxtra Coa- Royal Resch

Sage isdicatisg flpp tacae vas:

Teach selt ties

-03 -03
(-02) (-03)

*13 =02,
(+09) (+03)

006 401
(#00)_ (-02)
=07 10
(¢402) (+03)

-12 *15
(-03) (e08)

-12° 18
(-09) (e11)

+06
(¢n3) (-05)

-13

sone
Salry

-12
(-06)

22
(¢13)

(¢09)

-13
(=09

-13
(-08)

-16
=1

*13
(¢05)

09
(+07)

-11
(=08)

+00
(-00)

*09
(-08)

=01 -

(¢*01)

-13

-1

*01
(-08)

based upon sample sizes of 1851 (Doctoral o-l}) and
as .05 are statistically significaat, correlatioas :

o1
(+09)

-9
(+01)

02
(+08)

-13
(-06)

-28
{=12)

-26
-21

-07
=01

-03
-02)

-07
(-03)

-02 -
(¢02)

-02
(-03)

=00
(-01)

*03
(¢03)

+00
(-02)

are in parentheses) are the differeace betveea the tav score aand the
Acadeaic Caleadar, Acadeaic Rank, Acadeaic
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' Table TWRNTY : ‘ '
Correlations Betveen Incone Related Variables (original Rav Scores and Adjusted peviation Scores=-is pateatheses) aad
PERSONAL cau:ncgsnt:rtcs . '

9

v

DOCTORAL GERANTING INSTITUTIONS OWLY nocrotillcolilllllst'llltllipl ARTS COll!ll"?"

%age imdicatisg Supp Iacme vas: ' Sage iadicating Sapp Incee was:.
Basic Swpp - - o= - Basic Sepp :
®EA¥ Inst Iacme Extra Con- Boyal Resch NONE SEAF Iast Iacae Bztcra Cos- QRoyal Besch NOES
incae Teach sult ties Salry Iacae feach salt ties Salcy

SEX: (1-PBNALE, 2-MALE) 1.87 25 18 =01 10 07 010 <-12 1.01 27 21 -@1 12 07 e10 -1
_ : (¢10) (¢09) (#08) (e01) (¢01) (o08) (-07) (e12) (013) (e08) (e08)  (e02) (o08) (-98)
AGE (ACTUAL AGE) 8. 85 87 1 -10 +06 *16 «17. =06 83.75 87 *17 ?09 *05 13 ~1) -93
~(#09) (#01) (e00) (-08) (¢03) (=15) (+02) (¢11) (#02) (=-00) (-07) (-0%) (=13) (¢03)
80R8 1IN TAR UNITED STATES 1.88 =06 =02 +0F =01 -02 <08 01 1.90 -05 -01 02 -02 -02 -08 -01
(1-30, 2-TBS) (=05) (¢01) .(#02) (=03) (-02) (-07) {-01) (=0S) (¢01) (¢01) (=-03) (=01) (-03) (=01}
SIN0RITY-=AT LEAST ONE PARENY BLACK .01 =08 =03 =00 +01 -02 =03 =00 1.02 =03 08 +00 003L 03 -08 *05
UEIICAN-AN OR LATINO (1-8O, 2-YES) (¢#0S) (¢01) (=031 (e08) (-00) (-02) (-01) (#02) (=02) (=01) (e08) (=01) (-08) (o0W)

PASILY ECONORIC STATUS WHEN IN BIGE 2.77 =09 =00 +01% 06 400 o08 02 2.77 =09 @02 00 <-02 -01 06 *00
SCHOOL (1-roor..J-Avc..s-!zlnzn!) (¢02) (=00) (¢03) (¢02) (-03) (-05);(-02) (¢03) (=-08) (e02) (=01) (~01) (=06) [¢01)
LIBERALISA/CONSERVATISH SCALE -1.29 16 12 -11 ¢10 =11 =13 | =00 <=1.82 07 11 <05 06 =09 =09 ~OW
 (=16==LIBERAL. <+ ¢ 16=-=CONSERVATIVE) (=00) (e11) (e08) (-01) (-07) (-08) (=03) (=02) (#07) (#01) (-01) (-06) (-06) (-08%)
fAvE conPL!!lD'DOCTOIAf! 1.63 23 +10 +01 on *09 *13 -09 1.75 | *32 *07 *02 (21 . *13 *15 -00
(1-w0, 2-YES) : (009) (#01) (*03) (¢06) (¢02) (+06) (-0W) (¢10) (=00) (¢07) (e07) (e08) (¢09)  (-05)
IP BEGAN CARBER AGAIN WOULD STILL 3,38 18  +08 -03 05 610 605 406  3.38 13 05 601 01 ¢10 09 ¢06
' PROPESSOR (1-DEFIN W0...2-DEFIN TES) (#10) (#03) (-02) (#03) (*05) (*07) (-02) (¢03) (¢01) (#03) (=01) (#05) (¢08) (-OW)

NOTE: Correlatiom coefficients, preseated without decimal poiats, are based upoa sample sizes of 1651 (boctoral Oaly) aad
3133 (Combined Data) cases before veightiag. While correlations as lov as .05 are statistically sigmificast, correlatioas
of less than r= .20 are of little practical significance. .

WOTE: Adjusted Deviation Scores (Adjusted Score Correlations are im parentheses) are the differeance betvaea the rav score and the
ray score that vould be predicted on the basis of four Control Yariables: Acadeaic Calendar, icadeaic Raak, Acadenic
Discipline, and Carnegie School Type.

1-- LIBERALISN/CONSERVATISA SCALE is a cosposite variable designed by Ladd and tipset (1975) that is based wpon eight iteas

that measure preferences for past presidential candidates (McGovern amd Goldwater) and attitudes oa selected issues (e.g.
distribution of wealth, economic regulation, school integration, capital punishasent, and velfare spending).
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